arXiv:0904.3059v2 [quant-ph] 1 Jun 2012

Chapter 1

Mirror-mediated cooling: a paradigm for particle cooling via the retarded dipole force

Tim Freegarde^∗ and James Bateman^† School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Southampton, Highfield, Southampton SO17 1BJ, United Kingdom

André Xuereb School of Mathematics & Physics, The Queen’s University of Belfast, Belfast BT7 1NN, United Kingdom

Peter Horak Optoelectronics Research Centre, University of Southampton, Highfield, Southampton SO17 1BJ, United Kingdom

Cooling forces result from the retarded dipole interaction between an illuminated particle and its reflection. For a one-dimensional example, we find cooling times of milliseconds and limiting temperatures in the millikelvin range. The force, which may be considered the prototype for cavity-mediated cooling, may be enhanced by plasmon and geometric resonances at the mirror.

1. Introduction

The atomic physics revolution brought by the Doppler cooling of atoms^1 and ions,^2 the magneto-optical trap,^3 and sub-Doppler cooling,^{4–6} has prompted the proposal of further schemes^{7–15} to extend the ultracold domain to a wider range of species. Unlike the early reliance upon the scattering force of resonant radiation, these later schemes have largely used the optical dipole force^{16,17} that results from a spatially-varying interaction with off-resonant illumination. A powerful and flexible means of tweezing

∗tim.freegarde@soton.ac.uk †Now at the Optoelectronics Research Centre, University of Southampton, Highfield, Southampton SO17 1BJ, U.K.

1

2 T. Freegarde et al

atoms and particles,^{18} the dipole force is at heart conservative and incapable of cooling; when coupled to a dissipative component or otherwise invested with a non-Markovian character, however, it too can form the basis of a cooling mechanism.^{19,20}

2. Memory in optical cooling

Dissipation is intrinsically associated with some form of memory that allows the history of an atom’s position — and thereby its velocity — to determine its interaction with the optical field. An atom of mass m that moves slowly with velocity v through a steady optical field with which its interaction is at all times effectively instantaneous will evolve adiabatically and experience a conservative, non-dissipative interaction potential, as is the case for example with the optical dipole force.^{16} If, however, the force F exerted upon the atom shows a retarded dependence upon the atom’s position, then its equation of motion may be written as m d^2r dt^2

= F(r(t − τ))

= F(r(t) − τv) = F(r(t)) − τv · ∇F , (1)

and the force shows a dissipative dependence upon velocity. Provided that the sign is such as to oppose the atom’s motion, a cooling mechanism results.

A simple analysis is instructive. In an electric field

E ≡ E_0(r) exp i(ωt − k · r) (2)

that induces an atomic polarization P ≡ αE, where r is the position at time t, ω and k are the frequency and wavevector of the optical field and α is the atomic polarizability, the instantaneous force F exerted upon the atom may be written as the gradient of the classical interaction energy E,

F = ∇E = −∇ ℜ(P · E^∗)/2 = −ℜ(αE · ∇E^∗)/2 . (3)

Substituting the harmonic optical field of Eqn. (2) gives

F = ℜ(ikα)E_0 · E_0 + ϵ_0ℜ(α)∇E^∗_0 · E_0 . (4)

We shall see that both terms in Eqn. (4) can result in dissipation, and indeed that both are associated with well-known cooling mechanisms.

Mirror-mediated cooling 3

2.1. Doppler cooling

The first term in Eqn. (4) corresponds to the scattering force of a nearresonant optical field, which is given a velocity dependence by virtue of the variation of the imaginary part of the atomic polarizability around resonance. Writing the atomic response to a harmonic field at time t in terms of the time-dependent memory of a classical resonator of resonant frequency ω_0, decay rate Γ and ‘instantaneous’ polarizability α_0 as

P(t) = ∫_t −∞ E_0 exp [i(ωt^′ − k · r(t^′))] α_0 exp [−iω_0(t − t^′)] exp [−Γ(t − t^′)] dt^′ (5) and writing r = vt for an atom moving with a velocity v that has a component v parallel to the wavevector, we obtain, for a uniform field strength,

P(t) = α_0 E_0 exp [iω_0t] ∫_t −∞ exp [ i ( ω − ω_0 − ω v c ) t^′ ] exp [−Γ(t − t^′)] dt^′ (6) and hence, performing the integral and substituting for the electric field at the current atomic position E(r(t)), ℜ(ikα) = kα_0 [ (1 −^v_c )ω − ω_0 ] [ (1 −^v_c )ω − ω_0

]_2 + Γ^2

. (7)

Within the Lorentzian lineshape of the resonant interaction, the scattering force hence shows a velocity dependence that accounts for the Doppler cooling force.^1

2.2. Sisyphus cooling

The second term in Eqn. (4) corresponds to the dipole force of an offresonant optical field,

F = ℜ(α) ∇E^∗_0 · E_0 = 1 2 ℜ(α) ∇|E^2_0| . (8)

Although the term ℜ(χ), derived as above for a classical dipole oscillator, shows no first-order dependence upon velocity, such a dependence is indeed introduced when, for example, the polarizability depends upon the relative populations of quantum states between which optical pumping depends upon the instantaneous electric field strength and the accrued population transfer hence depends upon its temporal integral over the atom’s recent history, introducing a memory effect as outlined above.

4 T. Freegarde et al

An atom moving within a linearly-polarized, blue-detuned standing wave, for example, undergoes Sisyphus cooling^{21} because the sign of the polarizability differs between the two dressed states whose relative populations are determined by the motion of the atom through the field. For a slowly moving atom, the dressed state population Π(r) is given in terms of its steady-state value Π^{st}(r) by^{21}

Π(r) = Π^{st} (r − v/Γ_{pop}) , (9)

where Γ_{pop} is the relaxation rate due to spontaneous emission from the dressed states. A similar mechanism occurs for magnetic atoms within a magnetic field, whereby optical pumping between magnetic sub-levels causes a retardation of the atomic polarization as it moves through an optical polarization gradient,^{5,6} and in three dimensions for atoms that move through the intensity and phase variations of an optical speckle field.^{11}

2.3. Cavity-mediated cooling

For the examples considered above, the retardation upon which cooling depends is due to the memory of the atom as it moves through an unperturbed optical field; the cooling mechanism in each case depends upon spontaneous emission, and its strength and limiting temperature are determined by the spontaneous lifetime. It is also possible, however, for the memory to be held within the optical field when that is modified by its interaction with the atom to provide a retarded back-action upon the atom that perturbed it. A notable example is cavity-mediated cooling^{9,10,12–15} whereby an atom or ensemble is not only manipulated by, but also affects, the field within an optical cavity. The retarded dependence of the atom-field interaction upon the atom’s position again gives a dissipative, velocity-dependent component to the otherwise conservative trapping force but, rather than depending upon relaxation of atomic state populations, the retardation occurs through decay of the optical field to which the atom is coupled, and it is the cavity decay time that is the significant parameter. The atom and cavity, which separately behave as quantum oscillators with damping rates Γ and κ, are considered to be coupled to form a single quantum system that can be cooled by dissipation in either part.

An extraordinarily wide range of configurations has been considered,^{22} with single and multi-mode, linear and ring cavities, longitudinally and transversely pumped to give longitudinal and transverse cooling under strong and weak coupling. Cavity losses can be high or low, and the relative

Mirror-mediated cooling 5

detunings of the atom, cavity and pump laser take most combinations and can resolve or not resolve the motional sidebands of the atomic transition. Cavity-mediated cooling has been considered for individual atoms and ensembles, molecules, quantum-degenerate gases, and macroscopic particles; it is associated with bistable self-organization in one^{23} and two^{24} dimensions; and its optical properties are manifest as a coherent atomic recoil laser (CARL).^{25,26} As well as cooling the motion of a particle within a rigid optical cavity, it is also possible to cool the motion of the mirrors forming the cavity itself.^{20,27}

3. Mirror-mediated cooling

Motivated by a desire to explore the fundamental mechanisms of cavitymediated cooling without the complexities of its many specific configurations, we have considered a simple geometry whereby the perturbed optical field is returned to the atom by a single mirror. This arrangement differs from conventional cavity-mediated cooling in several respects. Firstly, the nearly-closed system of a resonant cavity, with discrete modes and a characteristic finesse or storage time, is replaced by an open system giving only a single reflection: mirror-mediated cooling is therefore not simply the extreme bad-cavity limit. Secondly, as well as the axial cooling usually considered, we find significant transverse cooling mechanisms, even when there is translational symmetry. Thirdly, while a single mirror cannot offer a cavity’s intrinsic amplification of the field response,^{28} we find that cooling may be enhanced by resonances within the mirror, to reach sub-millikelvin temperatures at significant cooling rates. Fourthly, whereas a tightly-focused cavity limits cooling to regions a few wavelengths wide, single mirrors may be replicated as arrays to exploit micron-scale plasmonic resonances and provide cooling over extended distances without cavity alignment or stabilization.

While the absence of the cavity leaves mirror-mediated cooling impractically weak, it is open to a variety of alternative enhancements which may render it both a practical means of cooling cryogenic gas-phase molecules to the millikelvin regime and a significant mechanism by which to influence the dynamics of optically-manipulated macroscopic particles. In contrast to the Casimir-Polder, retarded van der Waals force between a vacuumpolarized particle and its reflection,^{29} it results from the small component of a much larger laser-induced force; unlike quantum friction^{30} it needs no resistivity in the mirror; and mirror motion is unimportant.^{31}

6 T. Freegarde et al

3.1. Classical description

The geometry of mirror-mediated cooling is shown schematically in Fig. 1. A particle, moving with velocity v, is illuminated by an incident optical field E^0(r, t) that is scattered and reflected by a nearby surface to encounter the particle once more a time τ later. The retarded electrostatic interaction between the optically polarized particle and its reflection may, in the Rayleigh-scattering limit, be determined by adapting an analysis of the unretarded binding of point-like particles.^{32} We assume an illumination wavelength λ, particle polarizability α and particle position r_A(t), so that the illuminating field experienced by the particle will be E^0(r_A(t)); the round-trip from the particle to its reflection via the mirror is characterized by a transit time τ and retarded form of the electric field propagator^{33} G which, like the polarizability and with little loss of generality, we for convenience take here to be scalar. After accounting for multiple interactions, the total electric field E(r_A(t)) experienced by the particle at its position r_A(t) at time t proves to be, to lowest order in the velocity v and τ and for αG ≪ 1, τ|v| ≪ λ, E(r_A(t)) = ( 1 − αGτ 1 − αG v · ∇ ) E^0(r_A(t)) 1 − αG . (10)

The non-retarded result of Ref. 32, for the particle and its reflection, is thus augmented by a further, velocity-dependent, term. The dipole force upon the particle is obtained as in Ref. 32, taking care over the constraints during differentiation. Expansion in orders of αG reveals the leading terms for a stationary particle to be the dipole force in the unperturbed field, then the interaction between two dipoles induced by the unperturbed field and, to the same order, the force on the polarized particle due to the field propagated from the induced polarization.

Fig. 1. Polarized by incident radiation E^0, a particle moving with speed v is bound to its retarded reflection in a surface, characterized by round-trip time τ and field propagator G.

Mirror-mediated cooling 7

It is convenient to express the field propagator G(r_A(t), r_A(t−τ)), which depends upon the current and retarded particle positions, in terms of its value G^0(r) ≡ G(r, r) and spatial derivative for a stationary particle,

G(r(t), r(t−τ)) = G^0(r(t)) − τv · ∇_1G(r_1, r_2) = G^0(r(t)) − (τ/2)v · ∇G^0(r(t)) (11)

where ∇_1 denotes the derivative with respect to r_1, evaluated at r_1 = r_2 = r. For the round-trip time τ, a similar approach requires solution of the circular definition

τ(r(t), r(t−τ)) = τ^0(r(t)) − (τ/2)v · ∇τ^0(r(t)) = τ^0(r(t)) 1 + v · ∇τ^0(r(t))/2

. (12)

For a one-dimensional geometry with a cross-sectional area σ_l = πw^2, where w is the mode waist, the incident illumination combines with its reflection to give an electric field E^0 = E_0 sin kx, where k = 2π/λ = ω/c; G^0 = ik exp(2ikx)/2ϵ_0σ_l for propagation of the negative frequency complex field component from a dipole a distance x in front of the mirror; and τ^0 = 2x/c. The force F_x =^1_2 ℜ ( αE^∂_{∂x} E^∗ ) on the moving particle is hence

F_x = 1 4 αE^2_0k [ sin 2kx + αk ϵ_0σ_l ( 1− v c ) sin^2kx(4 cos^2 kx−1) − αk^2 ϵ_0σ_l τv sin 4kx ] . (13)

The force thus comprises three terms. The first two are the dipole force exerted by the unperturbed field, and a Doppler-shifted optical binding force between the particle and its reflection; the Doppler shift here changes the wavelengths of the Fourier field components and hence the gradient of their superposition. The second term is supplemented by a further term in (v/c) due to the missing Lorentz component recently noted in Ref. 34. The third term, which depends upon the particle velocity, the electric field propagator and the round-trip retardation time, is the velocity-dependent force, and dominates the velocity-dependent part of the second term when the distance from the mirror is many wavelengths. Writing the velocitydependent force as F_v (x) = −ϱv, we thus obtain the friction coefficient ϱ = α^2E^2_0k^3τ

4ϵ_0σ_l sin 4kx . (14)

When the sign of this component is such as to oppose the particle velocity, cooling ensues.

8 T. Freegarde et al

3.2. Semi-classical description

Eqn. (14) may be reproduced by a semi-classical analysis^{35} of the cooling of a two-level atom, of linewidth Γ, that is coupled to the mirror by a single transverse mode of the electromagnetic field.^{35} This one-dimensional geometry resembles an experimental arrangement that has been considered in detail,^{36–38} but we consider only a single transverse electromagnetic mode corresponding, for example, to the inclusion of a spatial filter or the use of an optical fibre instead of the free-space delay line. The model thus consists of a single two-level atom coupled to the modes of the electromagnetic field in the right half space, according to the Hamiltonian

H = ℏω_aσ^+σ^− + p^2 2m + ∫ ℏωa^†(ω)a(ω) dω −iℏg ∫ sin ( x ω c ) [ σ^+a(ω) − a^†(ω)σ^+ ] dω . (15)

The first line represents the internal atomic energy given by the transition frequency ω_a, the kinetic energy, and the mode energies, respectively, and the second line is the interaction energy between the atomic dipole and the electromagnetic modes with a coupling coefficient g which is assumed constant over the narrow range of relevant frequencies. The density operator ρ of the atom-field system follows the master equation dρ dt = − i ℏ [H, ρ] + Lρ (16)

where Lρ is a standard Liouville term corresponding to spontaneous atomic decay into free space modes with rate Γ. Eqns. 15 and 16 are simplified by adiabatic elimination of the atomic excited state. Treating the atomic momentum p and position x as classical variables and deriving the Heisenberg equations of motion for the mode operators a(ω), which are then approximated by complex numbers with initial distribution a(ω) = Aδ(ω −ω_0), the stationary solution is then found to lowest order in the atom-field coupling g, yielding the friction coefficient ϱ = ℏk^2Γτs σ_a 2σ_l sin(4kx) , (17)

where the atomic scattering cross-section σ_a = 3λ^2/(2π), we use 2πg^2 = Γσ_a/σ_l,^{39} and s = g^2|A|^2/Δ^2 is the atomic saturation assuming the pump detuning |Δ| ≡ |ω_0 − ω_a| ≫ Γ. The substitutions α ≡ πϵ_0σ_lg^2/kΔ and πσ_lcϵ_0E^2_0 ≡ 4ℏωA^2 return the classical result of Eq. (14).

Mirror-mediated cooling 9

Fig. 2 shows how the friction varies with atomic position in the standing pump wave for the example of^{85}Rb. Regions of cooling (ϱ > 0) alternate with regions of heating (ϱ < 0) and, for the chosen parameters, predicted cooling times (m/ϱ) are a few ms at points of greatest friction. The same geometry is also predicted to show friction in the transverse direction: the coupling constant g is a function of the particle’s radial position, and cooling results when the temporal intensity variation causes the deceleration as the particle leaves the beam to exceed the acceleration as it enters. When the mode waist is comparable with the optical wavelength we find the transverse and longitudinal cooling forces to be similar in magnitude.^{35} Although the two components differ in their spatial dependence, regions exist in which the particle is cooled simultaneously in both directions.

Fig. 2. Spatial dependence of the lowest order longitudinal (black) and transverse (red) friction coefficients ϱ/m for s = 0.1, σ_a/(πw^2) = 0.1, x = 4.0 m. Shading indicates the region in which cooling occurs in both dimensions. The dotted blue line shows the intensity of the pump wave (arbitrary units). The atom position x^′ is measured from the nearest field node.

We estimate the steady-state temperature achievable with this cooling scheme by applying the fluctuation-dissipation theorem^{40} and using the well-known result for diffusion in the standing wave of the pump field.^{41} To leading order and in the weak coupling limit assumed above, this leads to a stationary temperature at the position of maximum friction given by

k_B T = D ϱ ≈ ℏ τ σ_l σ_a , (18)

where the diffusion coefficient D is the same as for Doppler cooling. The stationary temperature therefore resembles the Doppler limit, with the atom-

10 T. Freegarde et al

mirror round-trip time τ replacing the atomic coherence time 1/Γ, scaled by the ratio of the cross-section σ_l of the pump beam to that of the atom, and is independent of detuning, pump intensity and atomic saturation. For atomic rubidium with x = 4.0 m and the same parameters as in Fig. 2, we obtain a temperature of 380 μK.

The alternation with position between cooling and heating means that, for a net cooling effect, particles must be confined to within λ/8, e.g., by a far-detuned dipole trap.^{42} Such confinement couples the mean kinetic energy of the particle to an equal but uncooled mean potential energy, halving the cooling rate. Our analytical expression Eq. (18) must be modified to account for the fraction of the particle’s trajectory, lasting of order τ after each apogee of the trapped motion, during which the (newly-reversed) motion is accelerated rather than diminished by the retarded force. There is a further small correction because the trapped particles’ trajectories extend beyond the region of maximal cooling. For the parameters of Fig. 2 with a trap frequency ν_{trap} = 1.5 MHz, these corrections increase the temperature to 580 μK. While this is greater than the Doppler temperature of 140 μK, the independence from detuning means that, for sufficiently off-resonant operation (|Δ| ≳ 10Γ), mirror-mediated cooling will be the dominant cooling effect.^{35}

A full three-dimensional treatment of the situation is also possible using the methods outlined in Sect. 2 above. Under circularly-polarized illumination and taking into account the ‘near-field’ terms in the full electric dipole tensor propagator G, which depend upon 1/R^2 and 1/R^3 where R is the dipole-dipole separation, we find that a non-zero friction force ⟨ F_x F_y F_z ⟩ = (−v) α^2E^2_0k^2 32πϵ_0c^3τ^2 1 3 3 (19)

remains after oscillating terms have been eliminated by averaging over the x coordinate. This force becomes comparable with the amplitude of the position-dependent force when x ≲ λ, and could therefore be particularly significant for refractive macroscopic particles in suspension.

We envisage that initial experimental demonstration at the atomic level might best be carried out with trapped ions, which may be readily localized to of order 10 nm.^{36} Full confinement to the cooling regions may be unnecessary provided that particles spend more time being cooled than heated. For transverse cooling of a molecular beam, for example, it may suffice to channel the molecules using the periodic potential of an additional standing

Mirror-mediated cooling 11

wave or bichromatic evanescent field.

The semi-classical approach allows an accurate description of the quantum fluctuations of both photon number and atomic momentum, and is valid for arbitrary coupling strength and atomic velocity. It readily yields the limiting temperature at which cooling is balanced by heating from off-resonant scattering, and we have confirmed our analytical results with Monte–Carlo simulations of the dynamics of a rubidium atom coupled to a discretized set of modes^{43} in the presence of an external harmonic trap. It is not however easily extended to more complex geometries in three dimensions or to the damping of extended^{44} or highly polarizable particles; for these we find our original classical approach, with its arbitrary forms of τ and G, to be more instructive.

4. Binding and higher order cooling terms

The friction term of Eqns. (14,17) is the leading term in a series expansion of the interaction between the illuminated particle and its retarded reflection, and corresponds to the sum of two situations: that of a particle, polarized by the unperturbed illumination, in the once-scattered field; and that of a particle, polarized by the once-scattered field, in the unperturbed illumination. In the one-dimensional case considered above, the friction force derives from the velocity-dependence of the relative phase between these two fields (where the unperturbed illumination field has two wavevector components because it is itself reflected by the mirror); in three dimensions, there is also a contribution from the velocity-dependence of the field magnitudes.

Subsequent terms in the series expansion can also be significant, however, and it is instructive to label contributions to the field according to the number of times it has been scattered by the particle. We first split the standing-wave field E^0 into travelling components E^0_+ and E^0_−, and now let E^1_± be the field, derived from E^0_±, which arrives back at the particle following a single scattering process and round-trip to the mirror and back. In other words,

E^1_± = GαE^0_± . (20)

This field will in turn polarize the particle, leading, after another roundtrip, to a further field E^2_±, and so on. The total energy of the polarized

12 T. Freegarde et al

particle in the overall field will therefore be E = 1 2 ∑ i,j,m,n P^m_i · E^n_j (21)

where the polarization component P^m_i = αE^m_i is induced by the ith component of the unperturbed illumination after it has been scattered and reflected m times. It will be apparent that terms with the same m + n have the same dependence upon G and α. When m = n = 0, we have the potential for the particle due to the usual dipole tweezing force upon a polarizable particle in the unperturbed laser beam, while the friction terms of Eqns. (14,17) are given by combining the cases P^0_± · E^1_∓ and P^1_± · E^0_∓.

Terms for which m = n, whereby the paths taken by the two field components are identical, avoid the acute spatial dependence that stems from interference between different routes from the illumination source to the particle. The term P^1_± · E^1_± is of particular significance, for it corresponds to the tweezing force upon the particle due to its reflected scattered field. Within the ‘shadow’ of a refractive particle, the field is dominated by the scattered field, just as it is for a glass lens, and the friction term may be considered to be a component of the optical binding force^{45,46} between the particle and its delayed reflection. An example is the situation shown in Fig. 3(a), in which a highly refractive particle moves parallel to a plane mirror under perpendicular illumination. The finite time taken for light from the particle to return via the mirror causes the reflected image to trail behind the moving particle, providing a component of the binding force in the direction of the particle velocity and therefore a transverse force even when the geometry shows translational symmetry. This interaction, between the propagated field and the further polarization that it induces, requires the consideration of the vector nature of the electromagnetic field

Fig. 3. Retarded binding of a normally-illuminated particle, moving with speed v, to its own reflection, depicted (a) in the laboratory frame, in which the image lags behind; (b) in the rest frame of particle, whereby the ‘wake’ trails behind.

Mirror-mediated cooling 13

and higher order terms than were retained in Eqn. (13), without which the translational symmetry would render it identically zero. Fig. 3(b) shows the same geometry in the rest frame of the particle, in which it is the inclination of the transformed illumination that causes the focused ‘wake’ again to lie behind the particle.

The friction force of Fig. 3 is significant only when the particle is strongly coupled to its reflection and, for the planar geometry illustrated, requires highly polarizable particles. It again alternates with distance from the mirror, but it does so asymmetrically because the apparent field strength described by Eq. (10) is also modulated. The result, assuming Rayleigh scattering (no multiple scattering within the particle) and for an illuminating electric field polarized parallel to the atomic velocity in the y-direction, is a non-zero spatial average force, which can therefore apply to whole atom clouds or extended particles,

F_y = (−v_y)

2α^3k^4E^2_0 (4πϵ_0)^2cR^3

, (22)

where R = cτ; if the electric field is in the z-direction, the frictional force is a factor of 2 weaker. This force becomes comparable with the amplitude of the position-dependent force when x ≲ √ kα/ϵ_0, and could therefore be particularly significant for refractive mesoscopic particles in, for example, colloidal photonic crystals, whereby the reflection is generated by Bragg scattering within the crystal itself; in such cases, however, a Mie scattering calculation is likely to be necessary.^{47}

5. Transfer matrices

The one-dimensional geometry considered in Sect. 3 may be succinctly described through a transfer matrix approach,^{48} which allows the fields interacting with a linear scatterer to be determined in the presence of a series of optical elements; while restricted to a single spatial dimension, this formalism nonetheless allows the analysis of a wealth of interesting physical situations. For the analysis of optical cooling forces, we have extended the transfer matrix model to allow it to account for moving as well as static scatterers;^{49} the method is more general than an analysis based on modal decomposition, and may be applied to a range of mechanisms including Doppler, polarization gradient, and cavity-mediated cooling, for it is applicable to any scattering object, be it an atom, particle, dielectric slab, or mirror.

14 T. Freegarde et al

Fig. 4. The four different modes that interact through a point-like beamsplitter in one dimension.

The transfer matrix approach begins by expressing the fields either side of each scatterer, i.e. a particle or optical element modelled as a beamsplitter, in terms of a discrete sum of left- and right-propagating plane wave modes with different wavenumbers k and amplitudes A(k), B(k), C(k) and D(k), as shown in Fig. 4, so that the electric fields are E = {∑ k [ A(k)e^{−ikx−iωt} + B(k)e^{ikx−iωt} ] + c.c. ∑ k [ C(k)e^{ikx−iωt} + D(k)e^{−ikx−iωt} ] + c.c. , (23)

with A(k) and B(k) being the mode amplitudes on the left side, x < x_{BS}(t), while C(k) and D(k) being the amplitudes on the right side, x > x_{BS}(t), of the beamsplitter BS. In accordance, the magnetic field is^{50}

cB = {∑ k [ − A(k)e^{−ikx−iωt} + B(k)e^{ikx−iωt} ] + c.c. ∑ k [ − C(k)e^{−ikx−iωt} + D(k)e^{ikx−iωt} ] + c.c. . (24)

The role of the transfer matrix M is then to connect the field amplitudes on the right of the scatterer to those on the left. This relation is well-known^{48} for the stationary case; for a moving scatterer, we must first transform the electromagnetic field into a frame moving with the instantaneous velocity v of the scatterer. In this frame, the interaction of the field with the scatterer at x^′ = 0 may be characterized by the single scattering strength parameter ζ by means of the one-dimensional wave equation,^{48,50} ( ∂^2_x′ − 1 c^2

∂^2_t′ ) E^′(x^′, t^′) = 2 kc^2 ζ δ(x^′) ∂^2_t′ E^′(x^′, t^′) . (25)

The electric field is again addressed by a modal decomposition similar to Eqn. (23), so that the scattering in this frame can be fully described within a closed set of modes,

E^′(x, t) = { A^′e^{−ikx′−iωt′} + B^′e^{ikx′ −iωt′} + c.c. x^′ < 0 C^′e^{−ikx′−iωt′} + D^′e^{ikx′ −iωt′} + c.c. x^′ > 0 , (26)

where the index k has been dropped. The linear relation between the field amplitudes on the right of the scatterer and those on the left can then be

Mirror-mediated cooling 15

derived from the wave Eqn. ( 25), ( C^′ D^′ ) = M_0 ( A^′ B^′ ) (27)

with

M_0 = [ 1 − iζ −iζ iζ 1 + iζ ] = 1 t [ 1 −r r t^2 − r^2 ] , (28)

where the second form of the transfer matrix is expressed in terms of the reflectivity r and transmissivity t of the beamsplitter. This latter form is more convenient for the description of moving mirrors, whereas for atoms the scattering strength parameter ζ is readily expressed in terms of its polarizability α by ζ = πα ϵ_0λS , (29)

where α is the linear polarizability and S is the effective beam cross section. For a two-level, unsaturated atom with transition frequency ω_A and linewidth Γ (FWHM), for example, ζ = σ_A 2S Γ/2 ω_A − ω − iΓ/2 , (30)

where σ_A =^{3λ2}_{2π} is the resonant radiative cross section of an atom. In this case the transfer matrix depends on the wave number k, which might lead to significant effects, e.g., Doppler cooling, close to resonance with the atom.

The transformation back into the laboratory frame involves the change of coordinates x^′ = x − vt and t^′ = t and the Lorentz-boost of the electric field up to linear order in v/c,

E = E^′ + vB . (31)

The transformation may be expressed in terms of the linear matrix L̂(v) as ( A(k) B(k) ) = L̂(−v) ( A^′(k) B^′(k) ) (32)

with

L̂(v) = [( 1 +^v_c )^ P_{−v} 0 0 ( 1 −^v_c )^ P_v ] , (33)

16 T. Freegarde et al

Fig. 5. (a) An example of an optomechanical system that may be analysed using transfer matrices. Here, a moving atom S lies between to immobile optical elements M_1 (a Bragg reflector) and M_2 (a Fabry-Pérot cavity). Two specific configurations are (b) an atom in front of a two-mirror cavity and (c) the 1-D prototype for mirror-mediated cooling.

where the operator P̂_v : f(k) → f ( k + k^v_c ) represents the Doppler-shift of the plane waves in a moving frame and L̂^{−1}(v) = L̂(−v). The total action of the moving beamsplitter ( C(k) D(k) ) = M̂ ( A(k) B(k) ) , (34)

may then be obtained from M̂ = L̂(−v)M_0L̂(v) = 1 t [ 1 −(1 − 2^v_c )rP̂_{2v} (1 + 2^v_c )rP̂_{−2v} t^2 − r^2 ] , (35)

where the second line follows if r and t are taken to be independent of wavenumber. This result differs from the case of the stationary scatterer in Eqn. (28) in that the off-diagonal terms include the Doppler shift imposed by the reflection from a moving mirror, so that the coupled counterpropagating plane wave modes differ in wave number. If the polarizability itself depends upon the wavenumber k, as in the case of Doppler cooling of a moving atom, the Doppler shift operator is taken to act also upon it. The operator P̂ can be Taylor-expanded to first order in the parameter v/c.

A given geometry of fixed and mobile scatterers is then built up by combining transfer matrices for the individual components, as shown schematically in Fig. 5 and, in the simple but common case of pumping with monochromatic light, the equations relating the field amplitudes can be solved analytically. This yields closed-form expressions for the static and friction force acting on the mobile scatterer. We emphasize once more that the above expressions hold generically, whatever the magnitude of the polarizability of the scatterer. Further details of the transfer matrix approach to moving scatterers may be found in Refs. [40,49,51].

Mirror-mediated cooling 17

6. Enhancements and optomechanics

The prototype geometries considered so far suffer two weaknesses. Firstly, they share with cavity-mediated cooling schemes the requirement for a tightly focused image to provide the strong coupling of the particle to the field that affects and is affected by it. Cooling therefore occurs only within a small volume. Secondly, they lack the enhancement offered, in cavitymediated cooling, by the optical resonator. That the atoms no longer need to be enclosed within a resonant cavity, however, avoids a number of experimental difficulties (e.g. if viewports must be enclosed), and the simple geometry of mirror-mediated cooling permits a number of alternative enhancements, which may be analysed using the transfer matrix approach.

6.1. External cavity cooling

Firstly, as shown in Fig. 6, the mirror may be replaced by an external resonator,^{52} which allows the same effective retardation τ to be achieved with a greatly reduced mirror distance and therefore provides the memory of cavity-mediated cooling but not the enhancement in intensity. Fig. 7 shows the calculated friction coefficient when the mirror is combined with a second reflecting surface of transmissivity t to form a Fabry-Pérot etalon, and tuned to provide maximum friction. We find that the friction force can be enhanced by a factor approaching the cavity finesse until the losses of the combined atom–cavity system are dominated by scattering at the atom. For highly scattering particles such as levitated nanoparticles,^{53,54} external cavity cooling may allow higher enhancement factors than when the particle is placed within the resonator.

Fig. 6. External cavity cooling: the use of a resonant cavity in place of a simple mirror may greatly enhance the retardation without the complications associated with enclosing the particle inside the cavity.

18 T. Freegarde et al

While such enhancement could be applied to a planar geometry such as Fig. 3, we also envisage its use with microfabricated reflectors, in which material or spatial resonances such as the plasmon modes of a micro-structured mirror or antenna might also enhance the strength of the scattered field. As possible examples, we suggest microscopic antennae^{55} or concave, plasmonresonant cavities.^{56,57} Such tiny individual reflectors could then be replicated as arrays, which are practically impossible with cavity-mediated cooling which would require each reflector to be precisely aligned. Like a cobbled street for a bicycle, the dissipative effect would then be reproduced over an extended area. Combined with a planar trap, such as a bichromatic evanescent field,^{58} to confine the particles above the surface, such geometries could provide a greater integrated cooling effect than the swift passage through a single cooling region.

Fig. 7. The amplitude of the friction acting on a scatterer (black line), with polarizability α = 0.001, interacting with a cavity tuned to achieve maximum friction, as we vary the transmissivity, |t|, of the near mirror. Also shown is the friction force for the scatterer interacting with the near (dashed red line) or the far (dashed–dotted red line) mirror only. The intracavity field is drawn (dashed blue line) as a guide to the eye.

6.2. Amplified feedback cooling

For basic mirror-mediated cooling in three dimensions, there is a trade-off between the strong coupling G between the particle and the optical field for small mirror distances and the increased retardation τ with a distant mirror. One possibility, illustrated in Fig. 8(a), is to introduce an optical gain element into the retarded feedback^{59} to provide a passive version of parametric feedback cooling.^{60} An additional advantage of the ring geom-

Mirror-mediated cooling 19

etry shown here is that a far-field spatially-averaged cooling force, absent in the prototype linear geometry, can occur for the P^m_+ · E^n_+ term with m + n = 1 because the illumination field co-propagates with the returning scattered field.

Fig. 8. Amplified feedback cooling in a unidirectional ring cavity. (a) Schematic arrangement; (b) equivalent, unfolded, transfer matrix model, showing the particle on both sides of the feedback optics to illustrate the recursive nature of the cavity.

After interacting with a scatterer moving in free space, light can be divided into two branches, depicted in Fig. 8(b): the transmitted part, which carries no first-order information about the motion, and the reflected part, which does. Whereas in a Fabry–Pérot cavity these two branches are invariably mixed, by placing the scatterer inside a ring cavity one can use an optical amplifier and an isolator to amplify the reflected light whilst removing the transmitted light. This amplifies the interaction between light and the motion of the scatterer, and at the same time gets rid of excess noise that does not contribute to cooling but acts to increase momentum diffusion. Cavity cooling of atoms inside a Fabry–Pérot cavity with a gain medium was considered in 2001 by Vuletić,^{61} who noted that the amplification of spontaneous emission represents one limitation of the mechanism. Indeed, in the system discussed by Vuletić, the noise resulting from spontaneous emission in the ‘forward’ direction is also amplified and sent back to the atom.

The asymmetric ring cavity system,^{59} schematically shown in Fig. 8, can be modelled using the transfer matrix method presented above. Increasing the gain of the amplifier narrows the parameter range in which cooling is seen, but acts to significantly improve the cooling rate without a similar increase in the momentum diffusion experienced by the scatterer. Even for a modest gain factor, less than 2, this leads to minimum temperatures that are significantly lower than would be the case without an amplifier.

20 T. Freegarde et al

7. Conclusion

Mirror-mediated cooling is firstly a useful prototype to elucidate the mechanisms of cavity-mediated cooling, which proves in each of its various geometries to provide a delayed back-action, mediated by the dipole force, upon the cooled particle. The introduction of a time delay into an optical system allows the dipole interaction to be endowed with a non-conservative nature. Each geometry may be equivalently regarded as providing dipole-dipole interactions between the illuminated particle and its retarded reflection, and a series expansion of the interaction proves to offer further insight into the cooling mechanisms and their characteristics. For cavity-mediated cooling, the cavity then enhances the fundamental mechanisms by amplifying the field intensity and retardation and by converting variations in phase to variations in intensity.

The cavities of cavity-mediated cooling mechanisms — and cavity-atom systems in general — are commonly regarded as resonant quantum oscillators that are conceptually equivalent to the atoms to which they are coupled, and rendered non-ideal through a perturbing loss that corresponds to the spontaneous decay of the atom. Mirror-mediated cooling proves to be more than the ‘very bad cavity’ limit, in that it is characterized by a single recurrence rather than a steady, exponentially-decaying memory, and therefore offers a somewhat different paradigm for the analysis of atom-field interactions.

Although the fundamental process of mirror-mediated cooling tends to be extremely weak, it is open to a variety of enhancements that, in contrast to cavity-mediated cooling, do not require the cooled particle to be wrapped within a high finesse resonator. The cavity, for example, may lie to one side of the particle, allowing higher Q-values and more straightforward alignment. The introduction of active gain may allow considerable enhancements in both cooling rate and active volume (and hence longer interaction times with moving particles), as well as the compensation of passive losses.

Because it is based upon the off-resonant dipole force and an open geometry compatible with microfabricated elements^{62–64} or dielectric microspheres,^{65,66} mirror-mediated cooling and its enhancements may be useful for extending atom cooling techniques to a wider range of atomic and molecular species, including Rydberg atoms and heavy molecules, and mesoscopic particles. Like the dipole force in general, it is likely to be most significant for wavelength-scale objects: the cooling of a nanomechanical oscillator to

Mirror-mediated cooling 21

its ground vibrational state,^{67–69} or of a particle levitated above a photonic crystal^{70} whose distributed resonance provides a long retardation time and strong particle-field coupling.

To explore these interactions, we have outlined an extended formalism based on the transfer matrix method that may be applied to a broad variety of geometries. This common formalism leads to a natural unification of the cooling mechanisms for atomic motion^{71–75} and optomechanical systems.

Acknowledgements

We gratefully acknowledge helpful discussions with P. Domokos, H. Ritsch and C. Zimmermann, and support from the U.K. Engineering & Physical Sciences Research Council grants EP/E058949/1 and EP/E039839/1 and the European Science Foundation’s EuroQUAM project Cavity-Mediated Molecular Cooling. AX acknowledges funding from the Royal Commission for the Exhibition of 1851.

References

1. T. W. Hänsch and A. L. Schawlow, Cooling of gases by laser radiation, Opt.

Commun. 13, 68–69 (1975).

2. D. Wineland and H. Dehmelt, Proposed 10^{14} δν/ν laser fluorescence spectroscopy on Tl^+ mono-ion oscillator III (side band cooling), Bull. Am. Phys. Soc. 20, 637 (1975).

3. E. L. Raab, M. Prentiss, A. Cable, S. Chu, and D. Pritchard, Trapping of neutral sodium atoms with radiation pressure, Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 2631– 2634 (1987).

4. P. D. Lett, R. N. Watts, C. I. Westbrook, W. D. Phillips, P. L. Gould, and H. J. Metcalf, Observation of atoms laser cooled below the Doppler limit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 169–172 (1988).

5. J. Dalibard and C. Cohen-Tannoudji, Laser cooling below the Doppler limit by polarization gradients: simple theoretical models, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B. 6, 2023–2045 (1989).

6. P. J. Ungar, D. S. Weiss, E. Riis, and S. Chu, Optical molasses and multilevel atoms: theory, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B. 6, 2058–2071 (1989).

7. T. Zaugg, P. Meystre, G. Lenz, and M. Wilkens, Theory of adiabatic cooling in cavities, Phys. Rev. A. 49, 3011–3021 (1994).

8. J. S. Söding, R. Grimm, Y. B. Ovchinnikov, P. Bouyer, and C. Salomon, Short-distance atomic beam deceleration with a stimulated light force, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 1420–1423 (1997).

9. P. Horak, G. Hechenblaikner, K. M. Gheri, H. Stecher, and H. Ritsch, Cavity-

22 T. Freegarde et al

induced atom cooling in the strong coupling regime, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 4974–4977 (1997).

10. G. Hechenblaikner, M. Gangl, P. Horak, and H. Ritsch, Cooling an atom in a weakly driven high-q cavity, Phys. Rev. A. 58, 3030–3042 (1998).

11. P. Horak, J.-Y. Courtois, and G. Grynberg, Atom cooling and trapping by disorder, Phys. Rev. A. 58, 3953–3962 (1998).

12. V. Vuletić and S. Chu, Laser cooling of atoms, ions, or molecules by coherent scattering, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 3787–3790 (2000).

13. H. W. Chan, A. T. Black, and V. Vuletić, Observation of collective-emission-induced cooling of atoms in an optical cavity, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 063003 (2003).

14. D. Kruse, M. Ruder, J. Benhelm, C. von Cube, C. Zimmermann, and P. W.

Courteille, Cold atoms in a high-Q ring cavity, Phys. Rev. A. 67, 051802(R) (2003).

15. T. Elsässer, B. Nagorny, and A. Hemmerich, Collective sideband cooling in an optical ring cavity, Phys. Rev. A. 67, 051401(R) (2003).

16. A. Ashkin, Acceleration and trapping of particles by radiation pressure, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 24, 156–159 (1970).

17. A. Ashkin, Trapping of atoms by resonance radiation pressure, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 40, 729–732 (1978).

18. K. Dholakia, P. Reece, and M. Gu, Opical micromanipulation, Chem. Soc.

Rev. 37, 42–55 (2008).

19. V. B. Braginskiǐ and A. B. Manukin, Ponderomotive effects of electromagnetic radiation, Sov. Phys. JETP. 25, 653 (1967).

20. V. B. Braginskiǐ, A. B. Manukin, and M. Y. Tikhonov, Investigation of dissipative ponderomotive effects of electromagnetic radiation, Sov. Phys. JETP. 31, 829 (1970).

21. J. Dalibard and C. Cohen-Tannoudji, Dressed-atom approach to atomic motion in laser light: the dipole force revisited, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B. 2, 1707–0720 (1985).

22. P. Domokos and H. Ritsch, Mechanical light effects in optical resonators, J.

Opt. Soc. Am. B. 20, 1089–1122 (2003).

23. T. Elsässer, B. Nagorny, and A. Hemmerich, Optical bistability and collective behavior of atoms trapped in a high-Q ring cavity, Phys. Rev. A. 69, 033403 (2004).

24. K. Baumann, C. Guerlin, F. Brennecke, and T. Esslinger, Dicke quantum phase transition with a superfluid gas in an optical cavity, Nature. 464, 1301–1306 (2010).

25. R. Bonifacio and L. De Salvo, Collective atomic recoil laser (CARL) optical gain without inversion by collective atomic recoil and self-bunching of twolevel atoms, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res. A. 341, 360 (1994).

26. B. Nagorny, T. Elsässer, H. Richter, A. Hemmerich, D. Kruse, C. Zimmermann, and P. Courteille, Optical lattice in a high-finesse ring resonator, Phys. Rev. A. 67, 031407 (2003).

27. P. F. Cohadon, A. Heidmann, and M. Pinard, Cooling of a mirror by radiation pressure, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 3174–3177 (1999).

Mirror-mediated cooling 23

28. T. Freegarde and K. Dholakia, Cavity-enhanced optical bottle beam as a mechanical amplifier, Phys. Rev. A. 66, 013413 (2002).

29. H. B. G. Casimir and D. Polder, The influence of retardation on the Londonvan der Waals forces, Phys. Rev. 73, 360–372 (1948).

30. J. B. Pendry, Shearing the vacuum — quantum friction, J. Phys.: Condens.

Matter. 9, 10301 (1997).

31. A. W. Glaetzle, K. Hammerer, A. J. Daley, R. Blatt, and P. Zoller, A single trapped atom in front of an oscillating mirror, Opt. Commun. 283, 758–765 (2009).

32. F. Depasse and J.-M. Vigoureux, Optical binding force between two Rayleigh particles, J. Phys. D. 27, 914–919 (1994).

33. D. Haefner, S. S., and D. A., Conservative and nonconservative torques in optical binding, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 173602 (2009).

34. E. A. Hinds and S. M. Barnett, Momentum exchange between light and a single atom: Abraham or Minkowski?, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 050403 (2009).

35. A. Xuereb, P. Horak, and T. Freegarde, Atom cooling using the dipole force of a single retroreflected laser beam, Phys. Rev. A. 80, 013836 (2009).

36. P. Bushev, A. Wilson, J. Eschner, C. Raab, F. Schmidt-Kaler, C. Becher, and R. Blatt, Forces between a single atom and its distant mirror image, Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 223602 (2004).

37. S. Rist, J. Eschner, M. Hennrich, and G. Morigi, Photon-mediated interaction between two distant atoms, Phys. Rev. A. 78, 013808 (2008).

38. G. Hétet, L. Slodička, A. Glätzle, M. Hennrich, and R. Blatt, QED with a spherical mirror, Phys. Rev. A. 82, 063812 (2010).

39. P. Domokos, P. Horak, and H. Ritsch, Quantum description of light-pulse scattering on a single atom in waveguides, Phys. Rev. A. 65, 033832 (2002).

40. A. Xuereb, Optical cooling using the dipole force. Springer Theses, Heidelberg (2012). ISBN 978-3-642-29714-4.

41. J. P. Gordon and A. Ashkin, Motion of atoms in a radiation trap, Phys. Rev.

A. 21, 1606–1617 (1980).

42. G. Ritt, C. Geckeler, T. Salger, G. Cennini, and M. Weitz, Fourier synthesis of optical potentials for atomic quantum gases, Phys. Rev. A. 74, 063622 (2006).

43. P. Horak and H. Ritsch, Scaling properties of cavity-enhanced atom cooling, Phys. Rev. A. 64, 033422 (2001).

44. P. C. Chaumet and M. Nieto-Vesperinas, Optical binding of particles with or without the presence of a flat dielectric surface, Phys. Rev. B. 64, 035422 (2001).

45. M. M. Burns, J.-M. Fournier, and J. A. Golovchenko, Optical binding, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 63, 1233–1236 (1989).

46. N. K. Metzger, E. M. Wright, W. Sibbet, and K. Dholakia, Visualization of optical binding of microparticles using a femtosecond fiber optical trap, Opt. Express. 14, 3677–3687 (2006).

47. N. K. Metzger, E. M. Wright, and K. Dholakia, Theory and simulation of the bistable behaviour of optically bound particles in the mie size regime, New J. Phys. 8, 136 (2006).

24 T. Freegarde et al

48. I. H. Deutsch, R. J. C. Spreeuw, S. L. Rolston, and W. D. Phillips, Photonic band gaps in optical lattices, Phys. Rev. A. 52, 1394–1410 (1995).

49. A. Xuereb, P. Domokos, J. Asbóth, P. Horak, and T. Freegarde, Scattering theory of cooling and heating in optomechanical systems, Phys. Rev. A. 79, 053810 (2009).

50. J. D. Jackson, Classical Electrodynamics, 2nd edn. John Wiley & Sons Inc.

(1975). ISBN 047143132X.

51. A. Xuereb, P. Domokos, P. Horak, and T. Freegarde, Scattering theory of multilevel atoms interacting with arbitrary radiation fields, Phys. Scr. T140, 014010 (2010).

52. A. Xuereb, T. Freegarde, P. Horak, and P. Domokos, Opto-mechanical cooling with generalized interferometers, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 013602 (2010).

53. P. F. Barker and M. N. Shneider, Cavity cooling of an optically trapped nanoparticle, Phys. Rev. A. 81, 023826 (2010).

54. D. E. Chang, C. A. Regal, S. B. Papp, D. J. Wilson, J. Ye, O. Painter, H. J.

Kimble, and P. Zoller, Cavity optomechanics using an optically-levitated microsphere, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. 107, 1005–1010 (2010).

55. E. J. Smythe, E. Cubukcu, and F. Capasso, Optical properties of surface plasmon resonances of coupled metallic nanorods, Opt. Express. 15, 7439– 7447 (2007).

56. Y. Sugawara, T. A. Kelf, J. J. Baumberg, M. E. Abdelsalam, and P. N.

Bartlett, Strong coupling between localized plasmons and organic excitons in metal nanovoids, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 266808 (2006).

57. T. A. Kelf, Y. Sugawara, R. M. Cole, J. J. Baumberg, M. E. Abdelsalam, S. Cintra, S. Mahajan, A. E. Russell, and P. N. Bartlett, Localized and delocalized plasmons in metallic nanovoids, Phys. Rev. B. 74, 245415 (2006).

58. G. Labeyrie, A. Landragin, J. Von Zanthier, R. Kaiser, N. Vansteenkiste, C. Westbrook, and A. Aspect, Detailed study of a high finesse planar waveguide for evanescent wave atomic mirrors, Quantum Semiclass. Opt. 8, 603– 627 (1996).

59. A. Xuereb, P. Horak, and T. Freegarde, Amplified optomechanics in a unidirectional ring cavity, J. Mod. Opt. 58, 1342–1348 (2011).

60. J. Gieseler, B. Deutsch, R. Quidant, and L. Novotny, Sub-Kelvin parametric feedback cooling of a laser-trapped nanoparticle, eprint arXiv. 1202.6435 (2012).

61. V. Vuletić, Laser Physics at the Limits, chapter Cavity Cooling with a Hot Cavity, pp. 305–312. Springer (2001).

62. S. Gigan, H. R. Bohm, M. Paternostro, F. Blaser, G. Langer, J. B. Hertzberg, K. C. Schwab, D. Bauerle, M. Aspelmeyer, and A. Zeilinger, Self-cooling of a micromirror by radiation pressure, Nature. 444, 67–70 (2006).

63. S. Gröblacher, K. Hammerer, M. R. Vanner, and M. Aspelmeyer, Observation of strong coupling between a micromechanical resonator and an optical cavity field, Nature. 460, 724–727 (2009).

64. M. Eichenfield, J. Chan, R. M. Camacho, K. J. Vahala, and O. Painter, Optomechanical crystals, Nature. 462, 78–82 (2009).

65. T. Li, S. Kheifets, D. Medellin, and M. G. Raizen, Measurement of the in-

Mirror-mediated cooling 25

stantaneous velocity of a Brownian particle, Science. 328, 1673–1675 (2010). 66. O. Romero-Isart, A. C. Pflanzer, M. L. Juan, R. Quidant, N. Kiesel, M. Aspelmeyer, and J. I. Cirac, Optically levitating dielectrics in the quantum regime: theory and protocols, Phys. Rev. A. 83, 013803 (2011).

67. A. D. O’Connell, M. Hofheinz, M. Ansmann, R. C. Bialczak, M. Lenander, E. Lucero, M. Neeley, D. Sank, H. Wang, M. Weides, J. Wenner, J. M. Martinis, and A. N. Cleland, Quantum ground state and single-phonon control of a mechanical resonator, Nature. 464, 697–703 (2010).

68. J. D. Teufel, T. Donner, D. Li, J. W. Harlow, M. S. Allman, K. Cicak, A. J.

Sirois, J. D. Whittaker, K. W. Lehnert, and R. W. Simmonds, Sideband cooling of micromechanical motion to the quantum ground state, Nature. 475, 359–363 (2011).

69. J. Chan, T. P. M. Alegre, A. H. Safavi-Naeini, J. T. Hill, A. Krause, S. Gröblacher, M. Aspelmeyer, and O. Painter, Laser cooling of a nanomechanical oscillator into its quantum ground state, Nature. 478, 89–92 (2011).

70. A. Rahmani and P. C. Chaumet, Optical trapping near a photonic crystal, Opt. Express. 14, 6353–6358 (2006).

71. D. Kruse, M. Ruder, J. Benhelm, C. von Cube, C. Zimmermann, P. W.

Courteille, T. Elsässer, B. Nagorny, and A. Hemmerich, Cold atoms in a high-Q ring cavity, Phys. Rev. A. 67, 051802 (2003).

72. K. W. Murch, K. L. Moore, S. Gupta, and D. M. Stamper-Kurn, Observation of quantum-measurement backaction with an ultracold atomic gas, Nat. Phys. 4, 561–564 (2008).

73. F. Brennecke, S. Ritter, T. Donner, and T. Esslinger, Cavity optomechanics with a Bose-Einstein condensate, Science. 322, 235–238 (2008).

74. T. P. Purdy, D. W. C. Brooks, T. Botter, N. Brahms, Z.-Y. Ma, and D. M.

Stamper-Kurn, Tunable cavity optomechanics with ultracold atoms, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 133602 (2010).

75. M. H. Schleier-Smith, I. D. Leroux, H. Zhang, M. A. Van Camp, and V. Vuletić, Optomechanical cavity cooling of an atomic ensemble, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 143005 (2011).