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The application of dynamic light scattering to soft matter systems has strongly profited from
advanced approaches such as the so-called modulated 3D cross correlation technique (mod3D-DLS)
that suppress contributions from multiple scattering, and can therefore be used for the charac-
terization of turbid samples. Here we now extend the possibilities of this technique to allow for
depolarized light scattering (Mod3D-DDLS) and thus obtain information on both translational and
rotational diffusion, which is important for the characterization of anisotropic particles. We describe
the required optical design and test the performance of the approach for increasingly turbid samples
using well defined anisotropic colloidal models systems. Our measurements demonstrate that 3D-
DDLS experiments can be performed successfully for samples with a reduced transmission due to
multiple scattering as low as 1%. We compare the results from this approach with those obtained by
standard DDLS experiments, and point out the importance of using an appropriate optical design
when performing depolarized dynamic light scattering experiments with turbid systems.

INTRODUCTION

Anisotropic building blocks with different shapes such
as rods, cylinders and plates are frequently found in bio-
logical macro-molecules, micelles and other colloidal sys-
tems [1–3]. The shape of the building blocks affects not
only the spatial arrangement for self-assembled struc-
tures but also the translational and rotational dynamics
for these systems. For spherical colloids, their dynamic
behavior is well understood, and a very good agreement
has been established between theory, simulations, and
experiments [4–6]. For anisotropic particles, well estab-
lished theory and predictions can be found for dilute
systems [7–10], which also have been successfully com-
pared with experiments for both translational and rota-
tional motions [11–16] mainly using dynamic light scat-
tering (DLS) and depolarized dynamic light scattering
(DDLS) [17]. DDLS is the most useful tool for character-
izing nonspherical particles, and thus has been applied to
optically anisotropic particles such as the tobacco mosaic
virus [18], gold nanorods [19], spheres with internal op-
tical anisotropy [20–23], carbon nanotubes [24], claylike
particles [12, 25] and cellulose nanocrystals [26]. How-
ever, all these measurements are limited to rather low
concentrations, beyond which multiple scattering and or
absorption by the samples play a crucial role to obtain
reliable data.

Today there are several dynamic light scattering-based
measurement techniques available to measure transla-
tional diffusion in turbid samples [27–31]. However, the
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rotational diffusion for opaque samples or samples suffer-
ing from multiple scattering is still somewhat inaccessible
by the available measurement techniques. We have now
implemented the depolarized measurement option on the
modulated 3D cross correlation technique (mod3D) [31]
in order to perform DDLS experiments with turbid sam-
ples to characterize the rotational motions of anisotropic
colloids even in the multiple scattering regime. With
this development one can now investigate the depolar-
ized scattering on samples with a substantial amount of
turbidity. This will not only greatly increase the concen-
tration range at which these investigations can be per-
formed, but also the different type of systems that can
be measured, e.g. systems which are made up of inor-
ganic materials.

In our case study we have investigated aqueous dis-
persions of colloidal hematite/silica core/shell ellipsoids
with two different aspect rations at several different con-
centrations as a strongly scattering model system. We
demonstrate the feasibility of 3D-DDLS measurements
down to a transmission as small as 1%. We highlight the
importance of an approach capable of suppressing multi-
ple scattering in DDLS by comparing our data with stan-
dard DDLS measurements and theoretical predictions.
We also discuss the experimental set-up and the techni-
cal and experimental challenges that are posed by these
measurements.
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EXPERIMENTAL SECTION

Materials

Synthesis and Transmission Electron Microscopy
(TEM)

Silica/hematite core/shell ellipsoidal particles of two
different aspect ratios were synthesized in a two step
process. First the hematite ellipsoids were synthesized
in water following the approach described by Ocana et
al. [32]. They were then coated with silica layer(s) in
ethanol using the method described by Graf et al. [33].
The aspect ratio of the particles was controlled by tuning
the thickness of the silica shell. Particles were purified
by repeated centrifugation/re-dispersion cycles in water
and were kept in water as a stock dispersion.

FIG. 1. (a), (b) Representative TEM images for core-shell
hematite-silica ellipsoidal particles of two different aspect ra-
tios ρ1 =2.9, and ρ2=3.7, respectively. (c), (d) represent the
statistical distribution of length scales as has been obtained
from (a) and (b).

A transmission electron microscope (TEM) (JEOL
3000F microscope operating at 300 kV) was used to char-
acterize both the size and shape of the particles. Particle
size distributions were calculated by measuring at least
100 particles from TEM micrographs using the software
ImageJ. For the batch of particles that we have named
ρ1, we found the long and short axes to be L1 = 316 ±
26.3 nm and D1 = 108 ± 7 nm respectively, leading to an
aspect ratio of ρ1 = 2.9, while for another batch, named
ρ2, L2 = 266 ± 19 nm and D2 = 72 ± 6 nm correspond-
ing to ρ2 = 3.7. Fig. 1 (a) and (b) show representative
TEM images for the ellipsoids and (c) and (d) shows the
corresponding size distributions.

FIG. 2. a) Schematic representation of the 3D-DLS set up
with the addition of polarizers before and after the sample
to enable 3D-DDLS measurements. b) The scattering geom-
etry of the 3D set-up where Ia and Ib represent the vectors
of the two incident beams and Sa and Sb scattering vectors
at scattering angle θ. The transparent triangle represents the
mirroring plane between the two beams and is the plane at
which a 2D measurement is performed. α is the angle between
the normal of the mirroring plane and the incident beam and
determine the angle of the scattering cone in 3D c) The scat-
tering geometry of one of the beams in the scattering volume
for the 3D-DLS set-up. α is the cone angle and ω is the turn-
ing of the polarization. d) Photograph of the actual motorized
set-up at the beam splitter side of the 3DDLS set up.

3D-DLS and 3D-DDLS

The DLS measurements were performed on a 3D-DLS
Spectrometer (LS Instruments, Switzerland) that imple-
ments the modulated 3D cross correlation technology
[31], equipped with 660 nm Cobolt laser with a maxi-
mum power of 100 mW. In the standard set up the mea-
surements are performed in a VU polarization geometry
where the single beam from the laser is vertically polar-
ized. This means that the split beams are vertically (V)
polarized for the incident beams in 3D geometry. There
are no polarizers at the detector side giving an unpo-
larized (U) detector condition. In our modified set-up
we have added two Glen-Thomson polarizers, with an
extinction ratio larger than 105, and vertically(V) ori-
entated them at the detector side, thus giving us a VV



3

polarization geometry. For the 3D depolarized dynamic
light scattering, 3D-DDLS, two additional identical Glen-
Thomson polarizers, were mounted after the beam split-
ter in the 3D geometry (figure 2(a)). A VH geometry
was then achieved by minimizing the detected scattering
intensity of an isotropic sample containing spherical par-
ticles, prior to experiments at each angle. 5 mm cylindri-
cal glass cells were used and placed in the temperature-
controlled index matching bath containing decalin. The
scattered light was detected within an angular range of
30 – 135◦ by avalanche photodiodes and processed by an
LS instrument correlator.

Polarization in 3D-DLS set-up

The 3D cross-correlation technology uses two laser
beams that cross each other within the sample as shown
schematically in Fig. 2(a). This then allows for perform-
ing two independent DLS experiments in the same scat-
tering volume using exactly the same scattering vector
−→q both in magnitude and in direction (Fig. 2(b)). The
intensities measured by the detectors of these two ex-
periments are then cross-correlated, resulting in an effec-
tive suppression of all multiple scattering contributions.
As a result, the measured cross-correlation function cor-
responds to the correct intermediate scattering function
without multiple scattering contributions, while the mul-
tiply scattered light only results in a decrease in the
intercept of the correlation function. In order to per-
form both standard 3D-DLS as well as 3D-DDLS experi-
ments, polarizers need to be added accordingly as shown
in Fig. 2(a).

However, due to the non-normal incidence of the inci-
dent and scattered beams, the combination of 3D cross
correlation technology and DDLS requires a different in-
strument design. In order to perform accurate DDLS
measurements the polarizers at the detectors have to be
aligned such that they are perpendicular to the polar-
ization of the incident beam. In standard 2D scattering
geometry there is a single scattering plane defined by the
incident beam and the scattered light, and the polarizer
at the (single) detector needs to be turned by 90◦ away
from the initial vertical polarization direction for all scat-
tering angles in order to achieve the correct VH polariza-
tion geometry. In contrast, in 3D geometry, the incident
beam points towards the sample at an angle (90◦ - α),
which makes the wave vector of the scattered light follow
the surface of a cone (Fig. 2(c)) with an angle α. In order
to achieve a correct VH geometry, this then requires an
adjustment of the direction of the polarizers in front of
the detectors with a tilt angle that depends on the scat-
tering angle θ. This is illustrated in Fig. 2(c), where the
direction of polarization for the scattering angle θ = 0◦

is shown by green lines, whereas pink lines indicate the
same for another scattering angle (0◦ < θ < 180◦). This
change in the direction of polarization given by the tilt
angle ω (as shown in Fig. 2(c) inset) can be derived ana-

lytically as a function of θ. The corresponding expression
for ω(θ) is given by (detailed calculations are included in
Appendix):

ω = cos−1

 cos2 α cos θ + sin2 α√
1− sin2 α cos2 α (1− cos θ)2

 (1)

Here α is the angle of the scattering cone due to focusing
lens (Fig. 2(a)). This renders DDLS experiments more
demanding as the direction of the polarizers need to be
adjusted at each scattering angle, and we have therefore
designed a motorized set of holders that allow for high
precision alignment of the polarizers according to the re-
lation given by eqn. 1 as illustrated in Fig. 2(d).

FIG. 3. Shift of the polarizer, ω, from classical cross polar-
ization as a function of scattering angle, θ.

Transmission measurements

The transmission measurements were performed in 5
mm glass tubes using a 660 nm Cobolt laser of 100 mW.
The transmission is defined as the ratio between the in-
tensity measured after a sample with only solvent, I0,
and after a sample with particles, Is, The transmission,
T, is then defined as T = Is/I0.

RESULTS

To investigate the validity of eqn. 1, an isotropic sam-
ple containing spherical particles was mounted and the
incident beams were adjusted to be vertically polarized.
The polarizers at the detectors were turned horizontally
(90◦ in relation to the incident polarization) and then
carefully readjusted from that position until the detected
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scattering intensity was minimized. In figure 3 the exper-
imentally observed tilt angle or rotation away from clas-
sical cross polarization, i.e. 90◦ degree turned in relation
to the incident beam, is shown (red symbols) as a func-
tion of scattering angle θ. The line in figure 3 represents
the theoretical calculation using eqn. 1 for an incident
angle of the laser beam of α = 2.4◦. It can be noted
that the polarization is not affected at 0◦ and 180◦ and
the tilt angle ω is symmetric around 90◦ where it has its
largest value of about 2.4◦.

This readjustment of the polarizer orientation has the
same magnitude for the two different beams, but they
should be turned in opposite directions: one turns clock-
wise while the other counterclockwise.

FIG. 4. Photograph of aqueous suspensions of silica-coated
hematite ellipsoids (axial ratio ρ2 = 3.7) at 4 different con-
centrations: from left to right c = 0.005, 0.05. 0.1, 0.2 wt%.

The performance of the 3D-DDLS implementation de-
scribed in Fig. 2 was investigated from a series of test
measurements with well-chosen model systems made by
inorganic ellipsoidal colloids with very large scattering
cross section that exhibit multiple scattering already at
quite low concentrations, where interparticle interactions
are still negligible. These particles are made up by a
hematite core and an added silica shell which provides
both improved colloidal stability and low polydispersity
as well as allows for a convenient selection of the axial
ratio. As described in the materials and methods sec-
tion, two batches with different axial ratios were syn-
thesized and characterized, and the details of their size
distributions are given in Fig. 1. A number of samples
with different concentrations were then prepared, and
3D-DLS and 3D-DDLS measurements were performed
to effectively suppress multiple scattering. Polarized
(gvv(t)) and depolarized (gvh(t)) intensity crosscorrela-
tion functions were obtained at different angles, and the
corresponding translational and rotational diffusion co-
efficients were extracted from the angular dependence of
gvv(t) and gvh(t), respectively.

Due to the high refractive index of the particles, the
system gets turbid already at low colloidal concentra-
tions. This is demonstrated in Fig. 4 with pictures from
different samples in the 5 mm cylindrical glass cells at
concentrations between 0.005 - 0.2 wt%. The black line
behind the cells is only visible for the lowest concentra-
tion, whereas the turbidity of the samples at larger con-

centrations makes them completely intransparent. From
an optical inspection the particles were however well dis-
persed and did not sediment visibly during the measure-
ments. All the samples were measured at scattering an-
gles between 30◦ and 135◦ scattering angles in steps of
15◦.

3D-DLS measurements

We first perform 3D-DLS measurements where the
measured intensity cross-correlation function g2(q, t) cor-
responds to a VV geometry, i.e. we determine gvv(t).
Measuring in this geometry at different angles θ would
require in principle a change in the orientation of the po-
larizer in front of the detectors according to eqn. 1 and
Fig. 3. While the polarizers can be adjusted automati-
cally to the correct position according to eq. 1 when using
motorized polarizers, this renders correct 3D-DLS more
tedious if the polarizers need to be changed manually.
However, performing these experiments with a constant
orientation that corresponds to the one of the direction of
polarization of the incident beam, i.e. a tilt angle ω = 0◦,
will have a very small effect on the detected scattered
light. With a maximum change of the polarization of
2.4◦ the maximum loss of intensity if the polarizers are
kept in the same orientation as the incident light is less
than 0.1%.

Typical examples of the measured normalised intensity
cross-correlation functions, g2(q, t) − 1, in VV geometry
are shown in Fig. 5 for both aspect ratios ρ1 and ρ2 and
different scattering angles. The correlation functions are
well described by a single exponential:

g2(q, t)− 1 = fe−2Γt (2)

where f is the amplitude of the correlation function and
Γ is the relaxation rate of the density fluctuation (see
black lines in Fig. 5). It is important to point out that in
general gvv(t) is not characterized by a single exponential
decay for optically anisotropic particles, since it contains
also contributions from gvh(t) [22, 34]. For the present
system the contribution from the depolarized scattering
is more than 100 times smaller than the polarized part
and cannot be seen in gvv(t). However, for particles with
a much larger depolarization ratio such as gold nanopar-
ticles the depolarized contribution can be seen also in
the VV measurements, resulting in a double exponential
decay of gvv(t) [15, 22].

Eqn. 2 was used to analyse the data obtained from
the 3D-DLS measurements, and relaxation rates Γ were
extracted accordingly. The q-dependence of Γ is given by

Γ = DT q
2 (3)

Therefore the translational diffusion coefficient DT of the
particles can be obtained from the angular dependence
of Γ for each sample, as it is directly related to the slope
of the data plotted as Γ vs q2. This is shown in Fig. 6
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FIG. 5. Normalized correlation functions, g2 - 1, for VV (black symbols) and VH (red symbols) measurements for two different
aspect ratios, ρ2 = 3.7, concentration 0.05wt%, transmission = 0.3540, (a-c) and ρ1 = 2.9, concentration 0.05wt%, transmission
= 0.4145 (d-f). Three different scattering angles, θ, are shown: 60◦ (a,d), 90◦ (b,e) and 120◦ (c,f).

for the two different aspect ratios at one concentration
(0.05wt%).

FIG. 6. The extracted relaxation rate, Γ, as a function of
q2 for VV (black) and VH (red) measurements for the two
different aspect ratios, ρ2 = 3.7 (a) and ρ1 = 2.9 (b). Lines
are fits to Eqn. 3 for VV (black) and Eqn. 4 for VH (red).
Concentrations used were 0.05wt% for both samples.

3D-DDLS measurements

In a next step we then also measured gvh(t) for the
same samples in 3D-DDLS mode (3D-DLS in VH geom-
etry). For every detection angle θ we first determined
the polarizer orientation manually using the same ap-
proach as already described for the experimental verifi-
cation of eqn. 1. Note that no attempt was made here
to also adjust the polarizer orientation for the incident
beam for these experiments, but we will subsequently
demonstrate below the negligible error that arises from
this approach for these experiments. With the motorized
polarizers, the variation of the polarizer tilt angle can of
course be controlled remotely, rendering 3D-DDLS mea-
surements of the angular dependence of gvh(t) much less
time consuming. Examples for the thus obtained cor-
relation functions gvh(t) are shown in Fig. 5 in red, and
can be compared with the corresponding gvv(t) measured
for the same systems and scattering angles. If the cross
polarization of the instrument is set up properly, only a
single exponential form of correlation function gvh(t) is
expected for dilute samples. Only for a system close to
a phase transition has a non-single exponential shape of
the correlation function in VH been reported [12]. The
measured correlation functions obtained in VH geometry
are indeed well-described by a single exponential given
by Eqn. 2, as demonstrated by the red lines in Fig. 5.
From theses fits the relaxation rates Γ in VH geometry
are obtained and can be expressed as,

Γ = 6DR +DT q
2 (4)

where DR is the rotational diffusion coefficient. In Fig. 6,
the experimentally determined relaxation rates for VH
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are also plotted as Γ vs q2 (red circles), and fitted with eq.
4. Both the VV and VH data show a clear q2 dependence.
Further, as expected from Eqns. 3 and 4, the VV and VH
data are parallel, i.e. they have the same slope.

FIG. 7. Transmission (circles) and amplitude of the correla-
tion function for the VV (squares) and VH (triangles) geom-
etry as a function of ellipsoid concentration.

FIG. 8. The extracted relaxation rate, Γ, as a function of q2

for VV (black) and VH (red) measurements for ρ2 = 3.7 at a
concentration of 0.35 wt%, resulting in a transmission of 0.75
%. Lines are fits to Eqn. 3 for VV (black) and Eqn. 4 for VH
(red).

While the strong multiple scattering and thus high tur-
bidity and low transmission of our samples renders stan-
dard DLS and DDLS measurements impossible, with the
Mod3D technology such measurements can still be per-
formed. The 3D-DLS cross-correlation technique isolates
the single scattering contribution, while all contributions
from multiple scattering enter the base line only and re-
sult in a decrease of the signal-to-base line ratio and thus
the intercept of the correlation function. However, for

samples with a transmission T & 10% the quality of
the correlation function data is still excellent and allows
for accurate determination of the rotational and trans-
lational diffusion coefficients of the particles as demon-
strated by the data shown in Fig. 6.

There is a direct relation between the transmission and
the intercept of the correlation function, which is demon-
strated in figure 7, where the measured transmission and
the amplitude of the correlation functions at θ = 90◦ are
shown for the VV and VH mode, respectively. The de-
crease in intercept and thus in signal-to-noise increases
the uncertainty in the values of Γ in particular for the
VH geometry. This is the result of a combination of a
reduced intensity and thus a reduced signal to noise ra-
tio for the depolarized scattering contributions as well
as an enhanced proportion of multiple scattering due to
the fact that multiple scattering also randomizes the po-
larization. At about a transmission of 1%, the signal
to noise ratio in the VH mode is so small that the re-
sulting statistical error of the extracted relaxation rate
Γ becomes to large, while in VV mode somewhat lower
transmission values can still be measured. This is fur-
ther illustrated with data for particles with ρ2 = 3.7 and
a concentration of 0.35 wt%. The sample has a transmis-
sion of 0.75 %, and the corresponding Γ vs q2 plots for
VV and VH are shown in Fig. 8. Fig. 8 clearly shows that
while the data quality for the VV measurements is still
very high and allows for a quantitative determination of
DT even at such a low transmission value, the individual
values of Γ obtained in VH carry a larger individual er-
ror, making a corresponding determination of DR (and
DT ) also much more uncertain.

While almost all samples measured were highly tur-
bid, the corresponding concentrations are very low, al-
most two orders of magnitude below the disorder to or-
der transition or kinetic arrest [35]. Therefore interac-
tion or crowding effects should not affect the diffusion
coefficients measurably at these concentrations, and DT

and DR should be independent of concentration, pro-
vided that multiple scattering contributions are properly
suppressed. The experimentally obtained values of DT

and DR are shown in Fig. 9 for all concentrations for the
aspect ratio ρ2 (= 3.7). Both DT and DR are indeed in-
dependent of the concentration, which confirms that 3D-
DLS using the mod3D technique is capable of reliably
suppressing multiple scattering effects and allows us to
correctly determine translational and rotational diffusion
coefficients for highly turbid suspensions with transmis-
sion values as low as around 1%. Using the TEM data as
input, DT and DR were calculated using the theoretical
approach of Ortega et al. for elongated particles, and the
results are also shown as the green line in Fig 9. Given
the known shape imperfections of these particles [36], the
agreement between the theoretical calculation and the
measured values is surprisingly good. Note that two al-
ternative expressions for different geometrical models, el-
lipsoids and spherocylinders, as described in Martchenko
et al. [13], resulted in significantly larger discrepancies
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FIG. 9. Extracted diffusion coefficients DR (a) and DT (b)
(symbols) as a function of concentration for particles with
aspect ratio ρ2 = 3.7. The green line represents the theoretical
prediction found in ref [7].

between theoretical prediction and experimental results,
with DT overestimated by 5-15%, and even larger dis-
crepancies for DR.

As demonstrated by these measurements, 3D-DLS al-
lows for precise measurements of translational and rota-
tional diffusion coefficients for anisotropic particles even
with samples that exhibit strong multiple scattering and
thus high turbidity or low transmission. This is especially
the case when combining this technique with the so-called
modulated 3D cross-correlation technique (mod3D-DLS
and mod3D-DDLS) that guarantees high amplitudes for
the correlation function in the absence of multiple scat-
tering. However, due to the 3D cross-correlation geome-
try measurements in VV and VH geometry require a rel-
atively tedious measurement protocol, where the orienta-
tion of the polarizers and analyzers need to be adjusted
for each scattering angle. We therefore also investigated
the influence of contributions from multiple scattering as
well as incorrect orientation of the polarizers on the out-
come of the experiments. The results are summarized in
Table 1. For this purpose a 0.1 wt% samples of ellipsoids

with an average aspect ratio of ρ2 = 3.7 was used.
We see clear and characteristic deviations for the dif-

ferent measurement protocols. The largest errors are ob-
tained when performing DDLS experiments in standard
2D geometry, i.e. without suppressing contributions from
multiple scattering (VV-2D and VH-2D). This leads to
significant errors of up to 30% in the translational and
16% in the rotational diffusion coefficient. The use of
the mod3D-DLS and mod3D-DDLS techniques lead to a
significant reduction of the error, even without correctly
adjusting for the correct tilt angle of the polarizers at
each scattering angle independently. Due to our choice
of the range of angles measured (30◦ ≤ θ ≤ 135◦) and
the symmetrical shape of the function describing the tilt
angle ω around 90◦ scattering angle (Fig. 3), the effect
is larger when initially adjusting the positions of the an-
alyzers with the direct beam, i.e. at 0◦ scattering angle
(VH-3D(0◦)), compared to a protocol where the position
of the analyzer is determined with an isotropic scatter-
ing sample at a scattering angle of 90◦ (VH-3D(90◦)) and
then used at all angles without further adjustment. How-
ever, it is important to point out that these results are
specific for the chosen sample (optical anisotropy, range
of scattering angles measured, degree of multiple scat-
tering), and the only way to safely exclude artifacts in
3D-DDLS measurements originating from an incorrect
alignment of the polarizers is to use the correction factor
for the tilt angle given by eq. 1 for each angle measured.

The tilt angle of the polarizers is much less impor-
tant for the VV geometry. Here, if the polarizers are
not changed with angle θ according to eq. 1, a part of
the polarized light will be blocked differently at each an-
gle and consequently the intensity vs. scattering angle
θ (or scattering vector q) will not be correct. This ef-
fect is however very small for the samples investigated,
<0.1%, over the whole angle range and can therefore be
neglected. Secondly, by only turning the polarizers at the
detectors, the incident vertical polarization and the hor-
izontal polarization at the detectors are not in the same
scattering plane. As a result, the scattering matrix is
not nonzero for the non-eigenvectors. We experimentally
turned both the incident polarizers and detector polariz-
ers such that the polarization for both the incident and
the detected scattered beam were in the same scatter-
ing plane (VH-3D*). We could see no difference between
those measurements and the measurements where only
the detector polarizers were turned (VH-3D).

CONCLUSIONS

We have extended the established mod3D-DLS tech-
nique with its ability to suppress contributions from mul-
tiple scattering in DLS and SLS experiments to also per-
form depolarized dynamic light scattering measurements,
and therefore to measure translational and rotational dif-
fusion even for turbid samples. Due to the optical set-
up of the 3D-DLS experiment, the direction of vertical
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VV-3D VH-3D VH-3D (90◦) VH-3D (0◦) VV-2D VH-2D VH-3D∗

DT /DT,0 1.0 1.0 0.99 0.96 1.05 0.68 1.0
DR/DR,0 − 1.0 0.99 1.12 − 1.16 1.0

TABLE I. A comparison of the calculated normalized translational (DT /DT,0) and rotational (DR/DR,0) diffusion coefficients
obtained for different geometries with a sample of particles with ρ2 = 3.7 at a weight fraction of 0.1% and a transmission
of 19%, where DT,0 and DR,0 are the correct values in the absence of effects from multiple scattering or interaction effects.
VV-3D: measurement using mod3D-DLS with the correct adjustment of the polarizer orientation at each scattering angle.
VH-3D: measurement using mod3D-DDLS with the correct adjustment of the polarizer orientation at each scattering angle.
VH-3D(90◦): measurement using mod3D-DDLS with a polarizer tilt angle that was correctly determined at 90◦ scattering
angle and then used for all the other scattering angles. VH-3D(0◦): measurement using mod3D-DDLS with a polarizer tilt
angle that was determined with the direct beam (i.e., at 0◦ scattering angle) and then used for all scattering angles. VV-2D:
standard DLS experiment in 2D with VV geometry. VH-2D: standard DDLS experiment in 2D with VH geometry. VH-3D∗:
measurement using mod3D-DDLS with the correct adjustment of the polarizer orientation for the incident beam as well as at
each scattering angle

and horizontal polarization of the scattered light changes
with the scattering angle. While this has minor conse-
quences for measurements using a VV geometry, it re-
quires a readjustment of the orientation of the polariz-
ers in front of the detectors at every investigated scat-
tering angle in order to get the pure depolarized signal.
While this renders the corresponding 3D-DDLS measure-
ments tedious when performing them using manual ad-
justment of the polarizers, we have also built a motor-
ized set-up that fully implements the required measure-
ment protocols needed to perform such experiments. Us-
ing well-characterized colloidal model systems we have
then tested this approach, and in particular investigated
the performance as well as the magnitude of possible
artefacts in case the measurement protocol would not
be implemented completely. As a result, we now have
a method that allows the conduction of DDLS experi-
ments also with turbid samples, where multiple scatter-
ing would result in significant artefacts if standard DDLS
experiments in 2D would be performed instead.

Using the 3D-DDLS set-up we have shown that it is
possible to perform depolarized dynamic light scattering
on samples with a transmission as low as 1% with good
accuracy and reproducibility. The current limitation
comes from the increasing contribution from the multiple
scattering, which decreases the intercept and thus the sig-
nal to noise ratio to a level, where in the end no reliable
relaxation times can be extracted. The actual limit does
of course depend on the system used, and turbid samples
with a larger depolarization ratio would likely allow us
to push the measuring limit to lower transmission val-
ues. This approach clearly opens up new possibilities to
study dynamics of colloidal systems under non-ideal con-
ditions. In the past, the characterization of the influence
of interparticle interactions on rotational motion using
DDLS was limited to systems that remained transparent
up to very high packing fractions. With the extension of
the mod3D crosscorrelation technique to DDLS experi-
ments this requirement can now be relaxed, and we can
also investigate systems that are not optically matched.
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APPENDIXES

The detailed derivation of the change in the polariza-
tion angle for different scattering angles for the 3D-DLS
set-up as presented in eq. 1 is given below. The 3D set-up
has two beams that are focused on the scattering volume
of the sample, see fig. 2 main text. The two beams are
mirror images of each other at the plane where the scat-
tering volume is. Due to this the change in polarization
angle for the two beams are the same but in opposite di-
rections. Therefore, this derivation is the same for both
the beams. The incident beams and the detectors lay
in the same plane. One lens before the sample focuses
the two beams at the scattering volume. A second lens
after the sample makes the two beams parallel again be-
fore they are detected. The beams now come in an angle
in the scattering volume due to the scattering geometry
and the scattering geometry of one of the beams can be
described as a cone. The other beam creates the same
scattering geometry mirrored in the center of the scatter-
ing volume. The direction of the “beam” along the cone

can be described as a vector, ~Sc:

~Sc =

− tanα cos θ
− tanα sin θ

1

 (5)

Where α is the cone angle (the angle of the laser is (90
- α)) and θ is the rotational angle of the cone, i.e. scat-
tering angle.



9

Normalizing the ~Sc;

‖Sc‖ =
1

cosα
(6)

Giving;

Ŝc =

− sinα cos θ
− sinα sin θ

cosα

 (7)

Vector for the incident beam where θ = 0:

Î0 =

− sinα
0

cosα

 (8)

and scattering “beam”:

ÎSc =

− sinα cos θ
− sinα sin θ

cosα

 (9)

The vertical polarization of the scattering“beam”, (Î⊥Sc
)

is normal to the (ÎSc) at any θ. To specify (Î⊥Sc
), the plane

at which (Î⊥Sc
) is normal to has to be determined. This

plane is determined by (ÎSc) and (~Itan), where (~Itan) is
the tangent vector of the cone circle. The line that is the
tangent of a circle:

x · x0 + y · y0 = r2 (10)

where x0 and y0 is the point of the circle and r is the
radius of the cone at a distance z from the top of the
cone:

r2 = (−z tanα)2 (11)

The vector along the tangent, (~Itan), is:

~Itan =

x0

y0

z

−
xy
z


x0 = −z tanα cos θ

y0 = −z tanα sin θ

y =
(−z tanα)2 + z tanα cos θ x

−z tanα sin θ

= −z tanα+ cos θ x

sin θ

Thus,

~Itan =

−z tanα cos θ
−z tanα sin θ

z

−
 x
− z tanα+cos θ x

sin θ
z

 (12)

=

 −(z tanα cos θ + x)
cos θ
sin θ (z tanα cos θ + x)

0

 (13)

Normalizing (~Itan) gives:

Îtan =

− sin θ
cos θ

0

 (14)

The vector normal to the plane, Î⊥, defined by ÎSc and
~Itan is:

Î⊥ = ÎSc × Îtan =

− sinα cos θ
− sinα sin θ

cosα

×
− sin θ

cos θ
0

 (15)

The vector that would correspond to the vertical compo-
nent of the of the cone at the incident beam (θ=0), (Î⊥0 )

and the “beam” at the detector (θ = θ), (Î⊥Sc
) would have

the vector representation in the cone geometry as:

Î⊥Sc
=

cosα cos θ
cosα sin θ

sinα


Î⊥0 =

cosα
0

sinα


To find out how much the scattering polarization deviates
from vertical polarization at the detection due to the cone
geometry when the incident beam is vertically polarized,
we project Î⊥0 on ÎSc

:

~Isproj =

(
Î⊥0 · ÎSc

)
(‖ISc‖)

2 ÎSc
(16)

Since ‖ISc‖
2

= 1,

~Isproj =

cosα
0

sinα

 ·
− sinα cos θ
− sinα sin θ

cosα

 ÎSc

=sinα cosα(1− cos θ)ÎSc (17)

The normal to ÎSc , ~I⊥proj of this projection of the vertical
component of the incident beam:

~I⊥proj =Î⊥0 − Îsproj

=

cosα
0

sinα

− sinα cosα(1− cos θ)

− sinα cos θ
− sinα sin θ

cosα



~I⊥proj =

cosα (1 + sin2 α cos θ (1− cos θ))
sin2 α cosα sin θ (1− cos θ)

sinα− sinα cos2 α (1− cos θ)

 (18)

The angle between ~I⊥proj and Î⊥Sc
gives the turning of the

polarization due to the cone geometry:

cosω =
~I⊥proj · Î⊥Sc∥∥I⊥proj∥∥∥∥I⊥Sc

∥∥ (19)
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where ω is the turning of the polarization. With
∥∥I⊥Sc

∥∥
= 1, ∥∥I⊥proj∥∥ =

√
1− sin2 α cos2 α (1− cos θ)2 (20)

~I⊥proj · Î⊥Sc
=

cosα (1 + sin2 α cos θ (1− cos θ))
sin2 α cosα sin θ (1− cos θ)

sinα− sinα cos2 α (1− cos θ)

 ·
cosα cos θ

cosα sin θ
sinα

 = cos2 α cos θ + sin2 α (21)

This gives the turning of the polarization, ω, as a function
of scattering angle, θ, and the incident beam due to the

focusing, α:

ω = cos−1

 cos2 α cos θ + sin2 α√
1− sin2 α cos2 α (1− cos θ)2

 (22)
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G. Bryant, and M. Karg, Translational and rotational
diffusion coefficients of gold nanorods functionalized with
a high molecular weight, thermoresponsive ligand: a de-
polarized dynamic light scattering study, Soft Matter 17,
4019 (2021).

[17] B. J. Berne and R. Pecora, Dynamic light scattering: with
applications to chemistry, biology, and physics (Courier
Corporation, 2000).

[18] D. Lehner, H. Lindner, and O. Glatter, Determination of
the translational and rotational diffusion coefficients of
rodlike particles using depolarized dynamic light scatter-
ing, Langmuir 16, 1689 (2000).

[19] B. M. van der Zande, J. K. Dhont, M. R. Böhmer, and
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