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Abstract: Optical systems are often subject to parametric instability caused by the
delayed response of the optical field to the system dynamics. In some cases, parasitic
photothermal effects aggravate the instability by adding new interaction dynamics. This
may lead to the possible insurgence or amplification of parametric gain that can further
destabilize the system. In this paper, we show that the photothermal properties of an
optomechanical cavity can be modified to mitigate or even completely cancel out optome-
chanical instabilty. By inverting the sign of the photothermal interaction to let it cooperate
with radiation pressure, we achieve control of the system dynamics to be fully balanced
around a stable equilibrium point. Our study provides a new feedback solution for optical
control and precise metrological applications, specifically in high-sensitivity resonating
systems that are particularly susceptible to parasitic photothermal effects, such as our
test case of a macroscopic optical levitation setup. This passive stabilization technique is
beneficial for improving system performance limited by photothermal dynamics in broad
areas of optics, optomechanics, photonics and laser technologies. ©2022 Optica Publishing
Group under the terms of the Open Access Publishing Agreement
https://doi.org/10.1364/OPTICA.457328

1. Introduction

Light is a powerful medium to enable the most precise metrological measurements [1,2], interact
with the smallest components [3], and prepare important resources for quantum information [4–6].
The field of optomechanics [7] uses the radiation pressure interaction between light and mechanical
elements for both applied and fundamental applications such as in high-precision atomic force
microscopy [8], quantum non-demolition measurements [9], and cooling of mechanical oscillators
to ground states [10]. Optical tweezers [11–14], commonly applied in different research fields
as a convenient tool for the manipulation of microscopic objects, are a noteworthy example
of optomechanical control. The refinement of this type of optical interaction has made it
possible to reach the motional ground state of levitated nanoparticles even at room temperature
conditions [15].

A striking form of optomechanical control is the optical spring. An optical spring effect can
occur in an optical cavity, where the standing wave of optical field is modulated by the position
of cavity mirror so as to provide restoring and anti-restoring forces on the mirror. This optically
induced stiffness can be used for optical control of the oscillator’s trap [16, 17], for optical
dilution of mechanical dissipation mechanisms [18], and for macroscopic objects in the quantum
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regime [19, 20]. The optical spring has many advantages over conventional spring systems
in regards of its tunability, robustness to mechanical dissipation, and versatility for real-time
information readouts.

With the development of new and more extreme cavity optomechanical systems at all scales,
increased optical power density and ever smaller physical dimensions can lead to some deleterious
side effects. Photothermal interaction is one such side effect. Heating induced by optical
absorption results in mechanical driving of the system. This driving can combine with parasitic
mechanical modes and lead to parametric instabilities that inevitably affect the performance
of the instrument [21]. This limitation has been observed to be dominant in micromechanical
systems [22] as well as high-power systems, including levitated sensor detectors (LSD) [23]
and optical levitation configurations [24] . In these systems, the photothermal effects become a
source of noise and instability [25, 26]. Even large-scale gravitational wave interferometers such
as LIGO and Virgo — among the best controlled experimental environments ever built — are
not immune to parasitic photothermal effects [27, 28]. Recent studies has also showed growing
interest in the use of photothermal dynamics at versatile applications such as high power and
pulsed lasers [29], monolithic and micro-resonators, waveguides, and fibre cavities [30, 31]; for
example, the demonstrations of optothermal spectroscopy and optical nonreciprocity in optical
whispering-gallery-mode microresonators require the assistance of photothermal bistability [30].
Photothermal feedback was proposed for future dissipation engineering in both optical and
superconducting microwave cavities [31].

Photothermal effects arise from the absorption of light by the object, followed by thermal
expansion or a thermo-optic refractive index change that alters the round-trip phase of the cavity.
This results into unwanted feedback dynamics between the optical and mechanical components
that can drive the system into strongly nonlinear regimes. Different techniques have been used
to mitigate photothermal effects, such as improving the coating quality and reducing thermal
stress [25, 32]. When these measures are not sufficient, active thermo-compensation becomes a
prerequisite to fully stabilise the system [33]. However, this is not always an option for more
compact systems [34].

Recent research showed the stabilisation of a gram-scale oscillator by the assistance of
photothermal feedback [17]. This technique uses photothermal effects to alter the oscillator’s
dynamics in a desired manner to passively stabilise the system. A requirement for its success is
for the photothermal interaction to cooperate, rather than compete, with the radiation pressure
force. This condition, however, may not be naturally satisfied by other optomechanical platforms.
Ballmer [35] suggested the idea of inverting the sign of the interaction — that is, regulate an
effective photothermal contraction of the cavity to correspond to an expansion instead — as a
practical process to suppress unintended instabilities. A theoretical proposal has shown that it
is possible to use materials with negative photothermal coefficients in the coating layers of the
cavity mirrors to cancel out photothermal noise [36].

In this paper, we demonstrate a passive technique to achieve cancellation of photothermally
induced instability. Our optical system is a vertical Fabry-Pérot cavity designed for scattering-free
optical levitation of a macroscopic mirror [19, 37]. This platform uses the intra-cavity radiation
pressure force to push a milligram-scale mirror against gravity, while taking advantage of the
optical spring effect to fully confine the mirror in the three spatial dimensions, in principle free of
attachments to any supporting mechanical structures. The high-power requirement for levitation of
this relatively large target generates instabilities due to concurring photothermal effects [24]. We
achieve cancellation of these instabilities by inserting an optical window within the cavity, thereby
modifying the effective photothermal coefficient of the combined system. Using different window
materials, we analyse their photothermal parameters in our cavity-enhanced detection scheme.
Our results show a promising route to controllable engineering of optomechanical interactions,
establishing photothermal back-action feedback as a convenient stabilisation technique in general



optomechanical systems.

2. Theoretical framework

We model a linear optical cavity, where the input mirror is fixed and the opposite end mirror is
a mechanical oscillator moving on the 𝑥-axis, as shown in Fig. 1. We consider both radiation
pressure (RP) and photothermal (PT) effects to be present. In this configuration, the radiation
pressure force pushes outwards, always increasing the cavity length for increasing power. The
photothermal effects introduce additional back-action and also modify the effective cavity length.
In this model, the direction of change is determined by the sign of the interaction. The full
behaviour of the combined system is characterized by the following equations of motion in the
rotating frame of the cavity resonant frequency [24]:

¤𝑎 = [−^ + 𝑖(Δ + 𝐺 (𝑥pt + 𝑥m)]𝑎 +
√︁

2^in𝑎in, (1)

¤𝑎∗ = [−^ − 𝑖(Δ + 𝐺 (𝑥pt + 𝑥m)]𝑎∗ +
√︁

2^in𝑎
∗
in, (2)

¤𝑥pt = −𝛾pt [𝑥pt + 𝛽( 1
2
ℏ𝑐𝐺 |𝑎 |2)], (3)

¤𝑥m = 𝑝m/𝑚eff , (4)
¤𝑝m = −𝛾m𝑝m − 𝑚eff𝜔

2
m𝑥m + ℏ𝐺 |𝑎 |2. (5)

𝑥m, 𝑥pt

𝑎, 𝑎∗

𝐹rp 𝛽𝑃c

Fig. 1. Diagram for an optomechanical cavity. The labels highlight the optical field’s
complex amplitude (𝑎, 𝑎∗) and the oscillator’s centre of mass (𝑥m) and photothermal
(𝑥pt) displacements, as well as their interaction through the radiation pressure force
(𝐹rp) and photothermal effects (𝛽𝑃c).

Here, 𝑎 is the optical cavity field amplitude, 𝑥m is the position of the mechanical oscillator in
the cavity, and 𝑥pt is the cavity length difference due to the photothermal response. Equations 1
and 2 represent the evolution of the optical field. The cavity detuning is defined as Δ = 𝜔o − 𝜔c,
where 𝜔o and 𝜔c are the angular frequencies of the optical field and cavity resonance, respectively.
The parameter 𝑎in indicates the amplitude of the external input field, with ^in being its input
coupling rate. The cavity half-linewidth is ^ (with ^ & ^in). The coefficient 𝐺 = 𝜔c/𝐿 represents
the linear optomechanical coupling strength, where 𝐿 is the length of the cavity at rest. Equation 3
describes the photothermal effects, following an empirical model for this type of interaction in
optomechanical systems [34,38]. Here, 𝛽 and 𝛾pt are, respectively, the susceptivity coefficient
and relaxation rate of the photothermal effects. Equations 4 and 5 describe the motion of the
mechanical oscillator of effective mass 𝑚eff , with 𝜔m being the mechanical angular frequency
and 𝛾m the mechanical damping rate. The effective mass 𝑚eff , that is related to the mechanical
mode of the mirror, is usually different to the full mass 𝑚. In this system of equations, we
write explicitly the mechanical restoring force 𝐹m = −𝑚eff𝜔

2
m𝑥m, the radiation pressure force

𝐹rp = ℏ𝐺 |𝑎 |2, and the intracavity power 𝑃c = ℏ𝑐𝐺 |𝑎 |2/2 (where ℏ is the reduced Planck constant,
𝑐 is the speed of light) [37, 39].



Some photothermal phenomena, such as thermal expansion of the mirror’s coating or substrate
due to heat from absorbed optical power, will decrease the cavity length for increasing power,
thus competing with radiation pressure. Other phenomena can instead increase the effective
cavity length for increasing power — for example, a positive thermo-optic change in refractive
index in response to temperature. Although more than one effect can be present concurrently [40],
the phenomenological traits of these interactions are determined by the sign of the effective
photothermal coefficient 𝛽. For 𝛽 > 0, the photothermal effect competes with and opposes the
radiation pressure, which can aggravate instabilities in the system. For 𝛽 < 0, the photothermal
effect cooperates with the radiation pressure effect causing an expansion of the cavity length
change in the same direction. In this regime, since they contribute differently to the ‘stiffness’ and
‘damping’ properties of the system, they can truly operate together to stabilise the optomechanical
cavity from both static and dynamic perspectives.

In the absence of any optomechanical interaction (𝐺 = 0), the optical intensity of the cavity
would follow a Lorentzian response as a function of cavity detuning. However, by letting the
optical field interact with the position degrees of freedom, the back-action feedback induces a
modified resonance profile as shown in Fig. 2a–b. When photothermal effects dominate, the
cavity resonance is blue-detuned to higher frequencies if 𝛽 is positive, or red-detuned to lower
frequencies if 𝛽 is negative. Bistability is observed when the interaction is sufficiently strong [41],
allowing simultaneously one unstable (highlighted in dashed red) and two stable steady-state
solutions (solid blue or green) for the same detuning. The cavity response during a detuning scan
will therefore depend on the direction of the scan. When 𝛽 > 0, for example, a scan from red to
blue detunings will cause the resonance to follow along and lead the cavity to “self-lock” (i.e.
the change in cavity length occurs in the same direction as the scan). Scanning in the opposite
direction, from blue to red detunings, will encounter the unstable region first and the cavity
reacts by rapidly crossing over to the opposite side of resonance as an “anti-locking” mechanism
(i.e. the cavity length change opposes the scan, therefore crossing resonance more rapidly). The
flipped scenarios will play out if 𝛽 < 0.

Optical bistability describes only the static steady-state behaviour of the system. The full
dynamic evolution has to account for the time-varying elements such as the build-up of oscillations
due to the positive restoring force and possible anti-damping from a negative effective viscous
coefficient. The Jacobian matrix can be used to analyse the stability of the system. It is obtained
from linearisation of Eqs. 1–5 as follows:

𝑀J =



−^ + 𝑖Δeff 0 𝑖𝐺𝛼 𝑖𝐺𝛼 0

0 −^ − 𝑖Δeff −𝑖𝐺𝛼∗ −𝑖𝐺𝛼∗ 0

−(𝑐/2)ℏ𝐺𝜎pt𝛼
∗ −(𝑐/2)ℏ𝐺𝜎pt𝛼 −𝛾pt 0 0

0 0 0 0 1/𝑚eff

ℏ𝐺𝛼∗ ℏ𝐺𝛼 0 −𝑚eff𝜔
2
𝑚 −𝛾𝑚


. (6)

Here, 𝛼 =
√

2^in〈𝑎in〉/(^ + 𝑖Δeff) is the steady-state value of the intra-cavity field amplitude. The
effective detuning is Δeff = Δ + 𝐺 (〈𝑥pt〉 + 〈𝑥m〉). The angled brackets denote steady-state values
for the respective degrees of freedom. The photothermal parameter is defined as 𝜎pt = 𝛾pt𝛽.

The eigenvalues of this matrix contain the dynamical information of the system. The system is
considered stable if the real parts of all eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix are negative. If any
eigenvalue has a positive real component, the system is unstable and will not reach a steady-state
solution. More specifically, the real parts of the eigenvalues coincide with the damping (or anti-
damping) coefficients of the system, and their sign determines whether or not the modes converge
to the steady-state solution. The imaginary parts correspond to the steady-state eigenfrequencies
in the system. Those eigenvalues can be distinguished to corresponding system parameters
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Fig. 2. Back-action of radiation pressure and photothermal effects in the optomechan-
ical system. All plots are repeated for progressively stronger photothermal effects
corresponding to |𝛽 | of 10, 20, and 40 pm W−1, with 𝛽 > 0 on the left-hand side (solid
blue) and 𝛽 < 0 on the right-hand side (solid green). The black curves represent the
same optomechanical system with only radiation pressure and no photothermal effects
(𝛽 = 0). The reference scenario with no optomechanical back-action at all (𝐺 = 0) is
also shown in light grey. (a–b) Normalized cavity response as a function of optical
detuning, showing optical bistability as a result of the interaction. Optically unstable
solutions are plotted in dashed red — these are inaccessible steady state solutions,
independent of the optomechanical instability resulting from parametric gain (𝛾eff < 0).
The black curve shows that radiation pressure alone also has some back-action, leading
to a small shift in resonance (indicated by the solid vertical lines). (c–f) Modification of
the oscillator’s frequency (subplots (c) and (d)) and damping (subplots (e) and (f)) due
to optical back-action. The parameters are plotted as a function of effective detuning,
Δeff . The dashed red sections show effective detunings that are unfeasible because
of optical instability. With no back-action (grey curves), 𝜔eff = 𝜔m and 𝛾eff = 𝛾m at
all detunings. For all plots, the values of the relevant parameters are: 𝑃in = 200 mW,
𝐿 = 80 mm, 𝜔c/2𝜋 = 285.7 THz, ^/2𝜋 = 330 kHz, ^in/2𝜋 = 110 kHz, effective mass
of the acoustic drum mode as 𝑚eff = 0.38 mg, 𝜔m/2𝜋 = 30 kHz, 𝛾m/2𝜋 = 30 Hz,
𝛾pt/2𝜋 = 400 Hz.



by referring to their natural values obtained in the limit of no interaction between optical and
mechanical modes (𝐺 = 0). The optical modification of these mechanical constants corresponds
to a generalised optical spring effect [42], in affinity to the similar phenomenon in optomechanical
systems where pure radiation pressure force modifies the mechanical susceptibility. Here, both
radiation pressure and photothermal forces act together to modify the mechanical response. We
therefore have the effective oscillator frequency 𝜔eff and damping rate 𝛾eff as follows:

𝜔eff = ={eig(𝑀J)}, (7)
𝛾eff = −2<{eig(𝑀J)}, (8)

where = is imaginary part, < is real part. The effects of the optical interaction on the original
frequency and damping rate of the oscillator are shown in Fig. 2c–f, with 𝛽 > 0 on the left and
𝛽 < 0 on the right. We see that the frequency of the oscillator is modified predominantly by
radiation pressure, with small change depending on the sign or strength of the photothermal
interaction. However, there is a difference in terms of optical stability. For positive 𝛽, the overall
system cannot be stable at positive effective detunings. When 𝛽 is negative this blue-detuned
regime is instead stable, and the optical back-action gives a positive restoring force (Fig. 2d)
which can be important for free-mass and low-frequency optomechanical systems relying on
the optical spring effect for optical confinement. The levitation system investigated in the next
section is one such example.

Photothermal interaction has a much stronger influence on the damping properties of the system.
Intuitively, this is expected as the photothermal change due to optical power enters directly into
the first-order time derivative of displacement (Eq. 3). Starting from a natural damping of 30 Hz,
the effective damping can be orders of magnitude stronger and play a compelling role in inducing
parametric instability (𝛾eff < 0 in Fig. 2e) or in helping the system reach its steady state (𝛾eff > 0
in Fig. 2f) over almost the entire range of effective detuning.

On the whole, both radiation pressure and photothermal forces contribute to optical back-action
that modifies the response of the mechanical oscillator within the optomechanical cavity. The two
phenomena, however, address different elements of the dynamical evolution of the system. As
such, they can in principle contribute in parallel to the stability of the combined optomechanical
system. In the presence of more than one photothermal effect — for example, both material
expansion and thermo-optics refractive index change — it becomes necessary to account for
the different time scales by modelling independent equations of motion for the corresponding
variables. However, we found that the results are consistent with using a single effective equation
in the following conditions: two photothermal effects have similar relaxation rate but different
coefficients, or one photothermal effect is dominant. Under these conditions we can consider
modifying the cavity with a supplementary photothermal degree of freedom to passively control
the effective interaction to be unconditionally stable.

3. Experimental setup

Optical levitation is an effective way to decouple the environmental noise and enhance the
performance of the mechanical oscillators. A scattering-free optical tripod system for macroscopic
levitation has been proposed as a promising platform for quantum metrology and gravitational
sensing [19]. This system was recently trialled with a free-standing mirror acting as the top
reflector of a vertical optical cavity [24]. The underlying radiation pressure from the cavity
field provides the necessary force to suspend the mirror against gravity. At the same time, the
optical spring effect provides a restoring force to spatially confine the suspended mirror. In
practice, however, the smallest amount of absorption in the coating results in photothermal
expansion and thermo-optic refractive index change that decrease the effective cavity length
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of the window angle with respect to the laser beam. Brewster’s angles are found to be
56.7° for N-BK7 and 60.5° for sapphire windows. The dashed red line defines a loss
threshold to prevent the cavity finesse to lower by more than 30%. The inner sets of
dots mark the acceptable range after taking the beam’s divergence into consideration.



and compete with radiation pressure. With around 3 MW cm−2 of optical intensity to suspend
the milligram-scale mirror, this effect is critical as it results in the uncontrolled parametric
amplification of the mirror’s oscillation. In these conditions, the system is unstable and unfit for
its designed applications.

In the previous section we discussed how photothermal effects with negative 𝛽 could stabilise
the optomechanical cavity by inducing positive damping. To counterbalance the original
photothermal effect in the levitation setup, which corresponds to a positive 𝛽, we tested a similar
vertical cavity configuration with the addition of an intra-cavity optical window as shown in
Fig. 3. The window modifies the overall photothermal response of the system, compensating
for the expansion of the mirror with its own and providing an effectively negative photothermal
interaction.

Our vertical cavity is a reduced version of optical tripod as a testbed for levitation [24]. It
uses a fused silica spherical cap with a mass of 1.116(3) mg as the levitation mirror at the top.
This mirror has a diameter of 3 mm, thickness of approximately 50 µm, and radius of curvature
of 25 mm. It has an ion beam sputtered coating on the convex surface for high-reflectivity of
99.992 %. The lower end of the cavity is capped by a conventional high-reflective 1-inch concave
mirror (with reflectivity greater than 99.9 %) mounted on a piezoactuator to enable detuning
scans. The cavity is 80 mm long and it is enclosed in an Invar bulk spacer to decouple seismic
noise. The top mirror is free-standing on a hole that is specifically designed to have three contact
points to reduce Van der Waals interactions. This also provides two supporting points at the
mirror edge when it is lifted off by the radiation pressure.

Optical loss has to be minimal to achieve sufficient laser power for levitation. In the absence
of the laser window, we estimate the total cavity loss to be 2200 ppm. This includes the
transmissivity of 750 ppm for the bottom input mirror, 80 ppm for the top levitation mirror, as
well as losses of 1370 ppm due to optical scattering. The implementation of an intra-cavity
optical window introduces additional loss to the optical field, not only by absorption through the
material but primarily through scattering at the two surfaces. Although we also experimented
with anti-reflection coated windows in a flat horizontal position, best performance was obtained
by using the principle of Brewster’s angle on uncoated windows. The Invar stage was designed
with an adjustable platform to accommodate the optical window at Brewster’s angle (as shown in
Fig. 3b) to minimise surface scattering loss of 𝑝-polarised light inside the cavity. In Fig. 3c we
calculate the surface loss as a function of tilt angle based on Snell’s law and Fresnel equations,
showing a reasonable angular range for which the total loss does not exceed 900 ppm even
after accounting for the beam’s divergence angle of 0.6° (0.3° relative to the vertical axis of
the cavity). We tested two different low-absorption materials for our wavelength of 1050 nm:
N-BK7 and sapphire. Their refractive indices allowed a reasonable range of more than 2° in each
case: 54.9–58.2° and 59.2–61.7°, respectively. Residual surface loss proved hard to estimate
quantitatively since it depends on the local surface roughness of the window. Internal absorption
loss was also minimised by careful choice of the window’s material, although we note that
some of absorption is necessary in order to modify the effective photothermal interaction. The
linear polarisation of the input laser was tuned with a zero-order _/2 waveplate to match the
point of optimal transmission through the window. Note that the window was positioned closer
to the beam’s waist to increase optical intensity and therefore obtain higher contribution of
photothermal effects for the given absorption loss. Also, since the photothermal rate depends on
beam size, this strategy ensured that the relaxation rates of the different photothermal effects on
the window and on the top mirror were comparable.

4. Photothermal cancellation

The main results are shown in Fig. 4, where the dynamics of the optomechanical system are
shown both for the original system (left-hand side) and when the optical window is incorporated



Fig. 4. Experimental data showing the modification of cavity dynamics subject to
photothermal effects. (a–c) Normalised transmission output of the bare optical cavity
without any optical window (𝜎pt/2𝜋 = 3750(650) Hz pm W−1). The data was taken
for 144 mW of input power. The first two panels show optical bistability of the cavity
corresponding to: (a) an upward scan of the bottom piezoactuator, from blue to red
detunings; (b) a downward scan, from red to blue detunings. The linear sweeps are
repeated at different speeds of the piezo-mounted bottom mirror as indicated by the
colour legend. Slower scans show evident self-locking when the red-detuned side of
resonance is first encountered, with growing oscillations due to parametric instability in
this regime. The amplification of the oscillations is shown more clearly in the bottom
panel (c), with the cavity fixed at the red-detuned frequency indicated by the purple
dots in (b). The purple data is well fitted by a growing exponential oscillation (black
curve). (d–f) Normalised transmission output of the same cavity after the inclusion
of the 1 mm thick N-BK7 optical window (𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −22 380(670) Hz pm W−1). An
input power of 310 mW was used for this data. The panels showing detuning sweeps
have the same order as before, scanning from blue to red detunings at the top (d) and
from red to blue detunings at the bottom (e). The presence of the N-BK7 window flips
self-locking to the blue-detuned side of resonance, where it would be expected from
ordinary radiation pressure interaction. No anti-damping is detected in the system,
which is now collectively stable. The data in the last panel (f) has been taken with the
cavity fixed at the blue-detuned frequency indicated by the purple dots in (d). It shows
how externally excited oscillations decay over time due to the now positive effective
damping. For clarity only the points of the exponential envelope are shown (a sample
of the full oscillations and their fit is shown in the inset).



into the cavity (right-hand side).
On its own, the bare optomechanical cavity without any window is subject to positive

photothermal interaction (𝛽 > 0). This is evident when performing linear detuning scans by
means of the piezoelectric actuator attached to the bottom input mirror. The back-action in the
system induces anti-locking for an upward scan (equivalent to a sweep from blue to red detunings,
Fig. 4a) and self-locking for a downward scan (red to blue detunings, Fig. 4b). In both cases, the
optomechanical cavity reveals anti-damping on the red-detuned side, with amplified oscillations of
the top mirror that destabilise the combined system. These growing oscillations are a consequence
of a negative 𝛾eff , which results in parametric gain that amplifies even the smallest thermal
fluctuations. This behaviour is directly observed in Fig. 4c, where the cavity is allowed to evolve
in time under the steady drive of a red-detuned input field. The resulting dynamics correspond
to 𝛾eff/2𝜋 = −106(14) Hz and 𝜔eff/2𝜋 = 10.63(47) kHz (errors are standard deviations over
repeated measurements). Fitting the numerical solutions of Eqs. 1–5 to the scan data at different
speeds, we estimate the photothermal parameter to be 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = 3750(650) Hz pm W−1.

In our experiment, the largest photothermal cancellation was obtained for a 1 mm thick N-BK7
window (𝑛 = 1.52). One of the first observations is that the scan direction for the self-locking and
anti-locking processes is reversed (cf. Fig. 4d–e). This effect, in agreement with the model shown
in Fig. 2b, occurs because the effective photothermal interaction now leads to an increase in the
optical path length that cooperates with the radiation pressure. Another important observation is
the absence of parametric instability on either side of resonance, again in agreement with the
trend shown in Fig. 2f where 𝛾eff becomes positive at all detunings. In particular, 𝛾eff is now a
genuine damping coefficient which will also suppress external excitations (Fig. 4f). The fit of the
exponential decay returns a value of 𝛾eff/2𝜋 = 13.6(4) Hz. Both of these effects — cooperation
with radiation pressure and gain of dynamical stability in the system — are clear signatures of a
strongly negative photothermal interaction. By fitting the scanned traces, we estimate a value of
𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −22 380(670) Hz pm W−1.

Indeed, the photothermal cancellation induced by the 1 mm N-BK7 window appears to be far
beyond sufficient for achieving stable levitation due to excessive absorption. The added loss is
on the order of 7000–8000 ppm, which reduces the cavity finesse by more than a factor of four,
down to 650. In an attempt to find a material with one or even two orders of magnitude lower
absorption, we used a 3 mm sapphire window (𝑛 = 1.77). This material showed much better
optical properties, introducing only an additional 600 ppm of loss to the cavity. This served as
evidence that the Brewster’s angle method is effective in mitigating optical losses at the surface.
However, this sapphire window was insufficient to reverse the sign of system’s photothermal
effect.

Thinner N-BK7 wafer windows with a thickness of 0.22 mm were also tested in the cavity to
demonstrate that cancellation can be accomplished without a too high sacrifice in terms of loss.
The results for these and all other window types are summarised in Table S1 in the Supplementary
Information. One of these wafers is sufficient to reduce the effective photothermal coefficient by
nearly half with negligible optical loss. Stacking multiple wafers together with the aid of index
matching fluids to preserve the optical mode, we observed a progressive improvement to the
point where the cavity manifests threshold behaviour with an almost symmetric shape regardless
of the direction of the scan (𝜎pt is close to zero, see Fig. S3 in Supplementary Information).
In our previous publications, we have discussed levitation assisted by sideband cooling [37] or
feedback cooling [24] at this zero-photothermal regime. The photothermal cancellation, however,
did not scale linearly with the number of windows, possibly due to the additional photothermal
response of the fluid between each wafer. The effective interaction was not strong enough to
render 𝛾eff positive and the suppression of parametric gain was insufficient to fully stabilise the
system. Notably, the added loss is sufficiently low as 900 ppm for a 4-layer N-BK7 stack.

In summary, the best performance in photothermal cancellation was observed with N-BK7



windows — both in terms of total cancellation (with a 1 mm window) and cancellation per unit
thickness (with a 0.22 mm thin wafer). As the Brewster’s angle method can effectively reduce
surface optical loss, the desired photothermal parameters and low optical loss could in principle
be achieved by use of right substrate materials with suitable thickness. In the next section, we
further investigate system dynamics of a macroscopic optical levitation setup to demonstrate the
effectiveness of photothermal cancellation in stabilising the system.

5. Stable optical levitation

With the proof that photothermal cancellation of instabilities is possible, we apply the concept to
a cavity levitation system simulated under ideal conditions to show how it can be free from back-
action vulnerabilities and suitable for long-term measurements or other specialised applications.
With the implementation of optical dilution and quantum readout, a stable optical levitation
platform could be used for quantum-limited sensing and metrology of physical constants [43,44],
as a prototype for studies of quantum gravity [45, 46], or as an adaptable testbed for macroscopic
quantum mechanics [47–49].

A cavity for optical levitation without photothermal effects should be self-locking during an
ascending scan of the bottom mirror. The idea is that, as the cavity approaches resonance from
far-blue detunings, the cavity field builds up and its radiation pressure induces a vertical upward
force on the free-standing mirror at the top. With sufficient power this mirror is effectively
‘picked up’ by the optical field, dragging the resonance condition along with the scan as it gets
lifted. Although the self-locking traces of the stabilised cavity in Fig. 4d would suggest precisely
this type of behaviour, we know that in this case the response shown is not a consequence of
radiation pressure. The losses introduced by the 1 mm N-BK7 window reduce the cavity finesse
too much for the resonant optical field to produce the radiation pressure necessary to lift the
mirror. The threshold input power 𝑃in required to move the mirror is estimated to be 52 W, while
the current laser source is up to 20 W of output power. Under these considerations, we know that
the path length is increased due to photothermal effects and not because of optical levitation by
radiation pressure.

We consider now the scenario of a cavity with photothermal interaction but also enough optical
power to allow for levitation — either through a reduction in absorption losses, availability of
higher input laser power, or the use of an even lighter mirror. To account for the centre-of-mass
degree of freedom of the levitated mirror (𝑥lev), we include the following equations of motion
into the set of Eqs. 1–5:

¤𝑥lev = 𝑝lev/𝑚, (9)

¤𝑝lev =

{
−𝛾lev𝑝lev 𝐹rp ≤ 𝐹g

−𝛾lev𝑝lev + ℏ𝐺 |𝑎 |2 − 𝑚𝑔 𝐹rp > 𝐹g
. (10)

The effective detuning for the cavity field 𝑎 is now considered to be Δeff = Δ + 𝐺 (〈𝑥pt〉 + 〈𝑥m〉 +
〈𝑥lev〉). The weight of the mirror, 𝐹g = 𝑚𝑔, defines a threshold for the radiation pressure force
𝐹rp. Here, 𝑚 is the full mass of the levitated mirror. If the radiation pressure force is not stronger
than the gravitational weight, the mirror remains on its stage balanced by the support reaction.
When the threshold is surpassed (ℏ𝐺 |𝑎 |2 > 𝑚𝑔) the mirror is lifted to a new equilibrium position
above the stage, subject to the balance between the two opposing forces.

The dynamics of the cavity and the free-standing mirror are simulated in Fig. 5. First
we discuss the previous scenario of an empty cavity with positive photothermal interaction
(𝜎pt/2𝜋 = 3000 Hz pm W−1), which causes the excitation of acoustic modes of the mirror by
parametric gain. We scan the cavity detuning Δ linearly with time by means of the bottom mirror
and observe that, as expected, the photothermal effects modify the optical response so that the
system cannot generally maintain a steady state (Fig. 5a). When the power threshold for levitation



Fig. 5. Numerical simulation for a levitation system with photothermal effects, for
a positive (a–b) or negative (c–d) coefficient 𝛽. (a–b) 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = 3000 Hz pm W−1.
(c–d) 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −3000 Hz pm W−1. The top panels show the cavity outputs, which
are normalised to the resonance transmissions. The panels at the bottom show the
free-standing mirror’s centre-of-mass degree of freedom, 𝑥lev. The simulations are
obtained in presence of a linear detuning scan by the input mirror at the bottom, with
direction as indicated by the legend. In all panels, the lighter green shaded area indicates
where the cavity power exceeds the threshold for levitation. On the right-hand side, the
differently shaded areas indicate: I) lifting of the mirror during the scan; II) sustaining
levitation of the mirror at the height when the scan is stopped at 7.5 ms.

indicated by the grey dashed line is exceeded, the mirror (Fig. 5b) is seen to respond to strong but
brief impulse responses, regardless of the scan direction.

The system dynamics are very different when the photothermal interaction is negative
(𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −3000 Hz pm W−1). In this case, self-locking is seen during an upward scan (Fig. 5c,
in accordance with the results presented in Fig. 4, but 𝜎pt here is nearly 10 times less negative
than the 1 mm BK7 window). No amplification of oscillations due to parametric gain appears
in the system. When the cavity reaches the power threshold for levitation, we can see that it
automatically locks to this off-resonant detuning. Correspondingly, in Fig. 5d we see that the
mirror ‘latches’ to the scan and starts ascending (first shaded region, lighter green), compensating
for the detuning change imposed by the scan. To demonstrate self-supporting stability, we stop
the scan at the 7.5 ms (second shaded region, darker green). After registering some minor
perturbations (inset), the cavity stablises on its own to the same steady-state value and continues
to provide the required radiation pressure force for levitation. The mirror, balanced by the
gravitational and the optical force, stops at the height reached (lifted by ∼8 nm) when the scan is
stopped and stably levitates over time. An example of levitation through a smaller photothermal
cancellation (𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −1000 Hz pm W−1) is also given in Supplementary Information (Fig. S4).
This theoretical analysis shows that an optical window with negative photothermal coefficient
can provide the necessary damping to suppress undesired excitations and stabilise the optical
spring designed to trap the levitated mirror. If we successfully achieve full tripod levitation with
this photothermal technique, we should consider Brownian noise as well as other noise sources
in the future.



6. Conclusions

In this paper, we considered the impact of photothermal effects in optomechanical cavities and
their implications with regards to the underlying stability of the system. By modifying the
photothermal response of a cavity, we illustrated the principle of photothermal cancellation
whereby the dynamics of a formerly unstable system are rendered steady by the suppression
of parametric gain. The result is a reciprocal cooperation between radiation pressure and
photothermal interaction, fit for high-sensitivity resonating or compact systems in many areas of
optics, optomechanics, photonics and laser technologies.

The technique demonstrated in this paper accomplishes photothermal cancellation by intro-
ducing an additional channel of interaction within the system: the photothermal degree of freedom
of an optical window internal to the cavity. The manifestation of photothermal cancellation
provides proof that passive stabilisation techniques are viable even in the most extreme high-power
environments. This provides what we believe, to the best of our knowledge, a new control tool
for a variety of optical systems and high-precision metrological applications. Also, a theoretical
proposal [50] shows that the photothermal effect can bring an oscillator to its quantum ground
state in the bad-cavity regime — when the mechanical resonant frequency is smaller than the
cavity decay rate. An extension of this technique for full quantum operations is possible by
aiming at the direct cancellation of the inherent photothermal effects in the system instead of a
balance between independent effects.
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Supplemental Information

This document provides supplementary information to “Cancellation of photothermally induced
instability”. Section 1 lists the characterized photothermal parameters for the optical windows
tested in our experimental system. Section 2 explains how theoretical fits and error analyses are
conducted in different experimental settings. It also shows representative plots for experimental
data and theoretical simulation of cavity response subject to photothermal effects. Section 3
gives an example of stable levitation achieved through a small negative photothermal parameter.

1. Optical Window Parameters

Table 1 lists the parameters for the bare cavity and optical windows tested in our experimental
system. The 1 mm thick N-BK7 window is produced by Thorlabs (part number WG11010).
The sapphire and thin N-BK7 wafer windows are from Edmund Optics (part number 66-188).
The N-BK7 windows from different suppliers can have very different optical absorption and
photothermal properties. According to transmittance datasheets provided by the suppliers, there
is a large difference in the transmittances that can infer very different optical absorptions. The
transmittance reported by Thorlabs is 0.927 (10 mm-thick sample) at the wavelength of 1050nm.
The transmittance reported by Edmund Optics is 0.999 (10 mm-thick sample) and 0.997 (25
mm-thick sample) at the same wavelength. The N-BK7 ×2 and N-BK7 ×4 are stacks of individual
thin wafers joined by small amounts of optical index-matching fluid for N-BK7 (Cargille’s BK7
glass matching liquid, part number 19586).

Table 1. Parameters of the cavity with different optical windows.

Bare Sapphire N-BK7×1 N-BK7×2 N-BK7×4 N-BK7 thick

Refractive index — 1.77 1.52 1.52 1.52 1.52

Thickness (mm) — 3.0 0.22 0.44 0.88 1.0

Photothermal coefficient,

𝜎pt/2𝜋 (Hz pm W−1) 3750(650) 2870(350) 2120(740) 960(230) N/A −22 380(670)

Photothermal susceptivity,

𝛽 (pm W−1) 9.3(19) 10.5(13) 7.0(6) 6.6(15) N/A −5100(20)

Cavity finesse 2850 2240 2350 2070 2030 650

Cavity linewidth, ^ (MHz) 0.33 0.42 0.40 0.45 0.46 1.44

2. Theoretical Fit and Error Analysis

Raw data traces are strongly affected by background noise sources (e.g. acoustic vibrations,
laser fluctuation, and seismic noise) and uncertainties introduced by the nonlinearity of the piezo
actuator. Therefore, our regular approach to parameter estimation in the different experimental
configurations consisted in taking multiple traces and fitting them individually to our model with
least-square optimisation. By doing so on a full data set we obtain a statistical distribution of
the best fit parameters. The calibration of scan speed and the measurement of cavity finesse,
linewidth, and input power were performed independently so that only 𝜎pt and 𝛽 were free
parameters during the optimization. This method however was not always possible, and some
configurations required a different approach as discussed further below.



For the bare cavity, the cavity with the sapphire window, and the cavity with the 1 mm thick
N-BK7 window, we mapped the best fits for 𝜎pt and 𝛽 from the raw single traces. The numbers
reported in the main paper and in Table 1 are obtained from the average best fit results, with
error given by the standard deviation. For these configurations only the self-locking time series
for a downward scan of the bottom mirror were considered as they allowed better precision
in identifying the appropriate regime. Because the photothermal parameter for 1 mm N-BK7
window is negative, its scan direction is upwards for showing the self-locking side. Figure 6
shows representative plots corresponding to single data traces and their optimal theoretical fits.

Time (ms)
0-40 -20 20

(c) N-BK7 

Time (ms)
0.0 1.0-1.0 -0.5 0.5

(b) Sapphire

Ca
vi

ty
 o

ut
pu

t  
   

 

0

1

Time (ms)
0.0 1.0-1.0 -0.5 0.5

(a) Bare cavity

Fig. 6. Representative plots of cavity output for (a) the bare cavity, (b) cavity with
a 3 mm sapphire window, (c) cavity with 1.0 mm thick N-BK7 window. The blue
curves are single experimental traces. The orange curves are best theoretical fits. The
resulting parameters are: (a) 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = 3962 Hz pm W−1 and 𝛽 = 9.3 pm W−1; (b)
𝜎pt/2𝜋 = 2930 Hz pm W−1 and 𝛽 = 10.5 pm W−1; (c) 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −21 930 Hz pm W−1

and 𝛽 = −5100 pm W−1.

With thin N-BK7 and the approach of photothermal cancellation, to observe visible photother-
mal effects the detuning scans had to be slowed down to a greater extent, making the scans more
vulnerable to acoustic noise. The resulting errors in fitting parameters from single traces are
extremely large. Filtering was considered but not possible due to the similar time-scales between
the noises and the cavity response. Instead of fitting single raw traces, we take their average
to smooth out the stammering wobbles caused by external noise. Defining the multiple-trace
alignment with a fixed reference point to take the average, however, is not straightforward. The
best fit relies on the choice of the reference point. We define a weighted averaging method,
which takes into account the misfit caused by alignment approach. We calculated the averages of
single raw traces by aligning them at the points of 10 %, 20 %, . . . , 100 % of their maxima. With
those averages as data samples, the weights are considered to be inversely proportional to the
corresponding errors in the parameter fits. Here, we aligned the traces at different percentage of
the maxima on both left- and right-hand sides of the resonance, resulting in the weights 𝑤𝑖 where
𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 19.

Figure 7 shows representative plots of the averaged trace at certain alignments for the cavity
with single and double N-BK7 wafer windows. The fits are of acceptable confidence. It is worth
recalling that the data for the double N-BK7 wafer window is more noisy than that for a single
wafer window.

In the case of quadruple stack of N-BK7 wafer windows, the cavity response during downwards
and upwards scans is nearly symmetric (see Fig. 8(a)). This indicates that the photothermal
effect is close to zero. We used the same averaging method as the other N-BK7 wafer windows
to process the data. The fits turned out to be of low confidence where the best fits for 𝜎pt at
different alignments spread largely from -16500 up to 19500. Different alignments gave low
misfit errors over a large range of 𝜎pt. In this scenario, the resulting average is not a fair guide to
photothermal parameters. But as shown in Fig. 8(b), it is fair to conclude that most low misfit
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Fig. 7. Representative plots of cavity output for (a)-(b) N-BK7 single and (c)-(d)
N-BK7 double aligned at 100% and 50% of the maxima. The darker blue curves are
experimental average. The lighter blue boundaries are given by single traces. The
orange curves are theoretical using parameters for N-BK7×1 and N-BK7×2 in Table 1.
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Fig. 8. Cavity response and fit error of 4 × 0.22 mm N-BK7 wafer windows. (a) Cavity
outputs at the downwards and upwards scans. (b) Misfit error versus 𝜎pt at different
alignments.

errors populate at the values where 𝜎pt is near zero. In future work, a better refined photothermal
model, which consider factors like separate photothermal effects with individual time constants,
and even higher-order corrections to the empirical model of Eq. 3, will provide more accurate fits.

3. Levitation with small photothermal cancellation

In this section, we show an example of stable levitation achieved through a small negative
photothermal parameter (𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −1000 Hz pm W−1). According to the back-action of relation
pressure and photothermal effects shown in Fig. 2f, the effective damping at negative photothermal
effects can help the system reach its steady state (𝛾eff > 0) over a large range of effective detuning.
At a weaker negative photothermal regime, the steady state can still be reached but at relatively



Fig. 9. Numerical simulation for a levitation system with a negative photothermal
parameter 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −1000 Hz pm W−1. (a) The cavity outputs, which are normalised
to the resonance transmissions. (b) The free-standing mirror’s centre-of-mass degree
of freedom, 𝑥lev. The simulations are obtained in presence of a linear detuning scan by
the input mirror at the bottom, with direction as indicated by the legend. In all panels,
the lighter green shaded area indicates where the cavity power exceeds the threshold for
levitation. On the right-hand side, the differently shaded areas indicate: I) lifting of the
mirror during the scan; II) sustaining levitation of the mirror at the height when the
scan is stopped at 7.5 ms.

large effective detunings (Fig. 2f, compare 𝛽 = 10 pm/W and 𝛽 = 40 pm/W).
Fig. 9 shows the feasibility of stable levitation when 𝜎pt/2𝜋 = −1000 Hz pm W−1. In order

to reach levitation at a larger effective detuning, a larger input power 𝑃in = 16W is applied.
Consistently, the levitation level normalised to the cavity resonance is lower than the one in
Fig. 2c. Similarly, no amplification of oscillations due to parametric gain appears in the system.
The weaker photothermal effect makes the cavity reach the power threshold for levitation in a
shorter time scale, where the cavity can automatically lock to an off-resonance detuning (first
shaded region, lighter green). We stop the scan at the 7.5 ms (second shaded region, darker
green). After registering some minor perturbations, the system maintains a sustaining levitation
of the mirror at the height (∼15 nm) when the scan is stopped.


