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The detection of weak forces is a central problem in physics and engineering, ranging in importance
from fundamental pursuits such as precision tests of gravity, gravitational-wave detection, and
searches for dark matter, to applications such as force microscopy. These pursuits require a low-
mass mechanical force transducer with a high quality factor, whose motion can be measured in a
quantum-noise-limited manner. Here we study the ultimate example of such a transducer: a single
trapped electron. We propose and analyze in detail a new scheme for high-sensitivity continuous
force detection using a single trapped electron whose motion is coupled to a microwave cavity field
via image currents induced in an antenna. We derive the fundamental and technical limits to
the sensitivity of this scheme and show that despite the disparity in size between that of a single
electron and the wavelength of the microwave field, it is possible to continuously monitor the charge’s
zero-point motion and use it as a force detector with a sensitivity as low as 6× 10−27 N/

√
Hz in the

gigahertz regime. This sensitivity improves on the state-of-the-art by four orders of magnitude and
thus paves the way to novel precision experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

High-precision time-continuous force sensing has been a
tool of fundamental physics for over two centuries, ranging
from precision tests of gravity [1–5] and gravitational-wave
detection [6, 7], to recent advances in macroscopic quan-
tum mechanics [8–10], and future avenues for dark matter
detection [11–13]. At the heart of such measurements is
a mechanical oscillator, whose motion is monitored for its
response to an external force of interest.

The fundamental limit to the sensitivity of such a force
transducer is set by its intrinsic motion, due to noise from
fluctuating thermal (“Brownian”) forces and its zero-point
motion. The spectral density of this intrinsic force noise
is given by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem (FDT)
[25, 26]:

S̄int
FF [Ω] = 2ℏmΩγ

(
nth[Ω] +

1
2

)
, (1)

where for an oscillator of mass m, γ is its damping rate,
nth[Ω] = (eℏΩ/kBT − 1)−1 is its average thermal occupa-
tion, and the 1/2 represents its quantum mechanical zero-
point motion. The highest sensitivies to external forces
are achieved when this intrinsic force noise is minimized.
According to Eq. (1), a small-mass, low-loss mechanical os-
cillator operated at low temperature (T < ℏΩ/kB) is the
right strategy. Indeed, the dogged pursuit of these goals
has driven the field of nanomechanics [27–30], culminating

in a demonstrated force sensitivity of [22] 10−20N/
√
Hz

using a carbon nanotube operated at 1.2K.
It is worth asking what force sensitivity can be achieved

given contemporary understanding of science and technol-
ogy. A single trapped electron is the lowest-mass object
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FIG. 1. A survey of force sensitivities measured in a variety
of platforms: Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC) [14], trapped
ion crystals [15], optical traps [16, 17], magnetically levitated
spheres [18, 19], nanomechanical oscillators [20–22], and micro-
cantilevers [23, 24]. The force sensitivity that is feasible with
our proposed setup is shown as an orange star. The shaded
region shows the fundamental limit to the achievable sensitivity
of a single-electron transducer based on its thermal and zero-
point motion (in free space at a temperature of 4K).

that can be trapped to form a harmonic oscillator. In a
Penning trap, they can be trapped with high motional
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frequencies (Ω ∼ 2π · 10GHz), and feature exceptionally
low decoherence rates [31] γnth ∼ 2π · 10−3 Hz, which
indicate the possibility of achieving intrinsic force noise
as low as S̄int

FF ∼ 10−27 N/
√
Hz — about four orders of

magnitude smaller than the state-of-the-art (see Fig. 1).
The challenge is to perform continuous measurement

of the motion of a single electron such that the sensitivity
of the measurement reaches the limit due to its intrinsic
motion. The primary obstruction is that individual sub-
/atomic particles, due to their small size (compared to
electromagnetic wavelength), do not strongly interact with
electromagnetic fields for their motion to be monitored
with the requisite precision [14, 32–34].

We propose a novel scheme for the continuous measure-
ment of motion of a single electron in a Penning trap
that is expected to achieve a force sensitivity as low as
6× 10−27 N/

√
Hz. Our scheme consists of coupling the

trapped electron to microwave fields via an antenna, which
magnifies the dipole moment of the sub-atomic electron to
macroscopic scales, thus enabling its coupling to the mi-
crocave cavity field. We derive the quantum theory of this
novel interaction and use it to account for the inevitable
quantum-mechanical tradeoff between measurement im-
precision and backaction noises. We then summarize the
different technical noise sources that are expected to limit
the practical performance of such a setup. The resulting
force sensitivity over a few GHz bandwidth improves on
the state-of-the-art by four orders of magnitude and thus
promises to enable new experiments at the interface of
quantum physics and gravity [35] and accelerate searches
for dark matter candidates [11–13].

II. AN ELECTRON STRONGLY COUPLED TO A
MICROWAVE CAVITY FIELD

The lowest-order interaction between a charged particle
and the electromagnetic field is of the electric dipole form,
which however is negligible if the spatial extent of the
dipole moment of the particle is much smaller compared to
the wavelength of the field. In what follows we will show
that antenna-mediated coupling of the motion of a trapped
electron to a microwave cavity field forms a crucial piece
in bridging the scale-gap between a single electron and
microwave fields. That is because the antenna magnifies
the dipole moment of a single charge. In Section IIA,
we derive the quantum theory of this antenna-mediated
interaction.

The coupling happens via image current induced on the
antenna by the oscillating electron. These image charges
have been shown to not only transduce the motion of
the trapped particle, but also act back and affect its mo-
tion [36–38]. Fundamentally, the measurement sensitivity
and back-action must be limited by quantum fluctuations
inherent in the measurement process. In Section IIB,
we use our quantum theory of the interaction to derive,
for the first time, the quantum mechanical limits to con-
tinuous displacement measurement of a trapped charged
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FIG. 2. a) Schematic of the proposed coupling scheme. The ax-
ial motion, ẑ of the electron in the Penning trap is transduced
to position-dependent image charges ±q̂im in the antenna.
This amplifies the effective dipole moment of the electron
oscillations d̂, in turn strengthening the coupling between
the microwave field in the resonator, Êk, and the electron
displacement, ẑ. b) Diagram of the measurement scheme in
the quantum Langevin description. The microwave cavity
modes, âk and â†

k, can be in general pumped with external
microwave drive âin. The cavity modes then couple to the
axial mode of the electron, ẑ that is subject to a force that
we wish to measure, F̂ . The output field âout is read out,
containing information about the electron motion and the
force F̂ . c) Frequency picture of this coupling scheme. The
axial motional frequency, Ωz, has to be off resonance with
the cavity frequency, Ωk (as resonance amplifies dynamical
backaction and thus amplifies noise), but not much further
away from the resonance than the cavity linewidth (as the
electron and the antenna need to be able to radiate into the
cavity or imprecision is increased). The tradeoff between these
two regimes defines the sensitivity band of this detector.

particle via its coupling to microwave fields. Finally, in
Section II C, we consider relevant technical noises that can
limit sensitivity and produce excess classical back-action.

A. Quantum theory of electron-microwave coupling

Consider the scheme depicted in Fig. 2a: a single elec-
tron (mass m, charge e) is trapped in a Penning trap
[39] whose electrodes extend to an antenna embedded in
a microwave cavity. The electron oscillates in the axial
(ez) direction between two trap electrodes separated by a
distance 2z0. This motion (ẑ) induces image charges on
the electrodes [40]

±qim(t) = ±αe
z(t)

2z0
, (2)
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where α is a factor of the order unity that depends on the
electrode geometry. For the sake of simplicity, α = 1 is
the approximation that we will use here. The creation of
an image charge at the trap electrode is due to redistribu-
tion of electrons in the conducting antenna. Because of
the symmetry of the double-sided, linear antenna, this re-
distribution shows up as a surplus of charge on one side of
the antenna and a deficit of charge on the other side. The
induced image charges at the ends of the antenna in turn
magnify the dipole moment of the sub-atomic electron to
macroscopic scales; the enlarged dipole moment of the
antenna couples to a microwave field mode (âk) stored in
the surrounding cavity, whose leakage (âout) is measured.
The antenna thus forms a crucial piece in overcoming the
size discrepancy between the electron and the cm-scale
microwaves.
In order to describe the interaction between the elec-

tron and the intracavity microwave field, we model the
resultant image current in the antenna as a collection of
moving electrons that interact with the cavity electromag-
netic field just outside the antenna. The Hamiltonian of
such an interaction can be derived starting from the La-
grangian of non-relativistic electrodynamics ([41] II.B.1a)

L =
∑
i

m

2
ẋ2
i +

∫
d3x

(
ϵ0
2
E2 − 1

2µ0
B2

)
+
∑
i

(eẋi ·A(xi)− eU(xi)) ,
(3)

where xi, ẋi are the displacements and velocities of the
moving charges in the antenna, and U(xi) and A(xi) are
the position dependent scalar and vector potentials of the
intracavity field.
In order to arrive at an interaction Hamiltonian ex-

pressed in terms of the electric and magnetic fields, we
will perform a canonical transformation of L.

As a more convenient representation of the positions
and velocities of the collection of electrons, we define the
generalized polarization and magnetization, respectively,
[41, 42]

P(x, t) =
∑
i

exi(t)

∫
dsδ(x− sxi(t)), (4)

M(x, t) =
∑
i

exi(t)× ẋi(t)

∫
dsδ(x− sxi(t)), (5)

where s is a dummy parameter that sums over a collec-
tion if infinitesimal dipoles that make up the effective
dipole moment between the point of interest, x, and a
charge xi (refer to [41] IV.C.1a). Note that the electric
current density in the antenna can have contributions
both from a time-varying polarization as well as a curl in
the magnetization,

J(x, t) = Ṗ+∇×M. (6)

We can now rewrite Eq. (3) using the definitions in Eqs. (4)
and (5) and dropping all terms which do not contribute
to the dynamics,

L =
∑
i

m

2
ẋ2
i +

∫
d3x

(
ϵ0
2
E2

⊥ − 1

2µ0
B2

)
+

∫
d3x

(
Ṗ⊥ +∇×M

)
·A⊥.

(7)

where the transverse quantities E⊥,P⊥,A⊥ are defined
as ∇ ·E⊥ = 0 et cetera.

The canonical transformation of interest is of the Power-
Zienau-Woolley (PZW) type [41–44], which can be impe-
mented at the level of the Lagrangian by adding a total
time derivative (which obviously does not contribute to
the dynamics, since the action is invariant to addition of
a total time derivative):

LPZW = L − d

dt

∫
d3xP⊥ ·A⊥

=
∑
i

m

2
ẋ2
i +

∫
dx3

(
ϵ0
2
E2

⊥ − 1

2µ0
B2

)
+

∫
dx3 (P⊥ ·E⊥ +M ·B) .

(8)

(Here we have made use of the fact that
∫
d3x(∇×M) ·

A⊥ =
∫
d3xM · (∇ × A⊥).) Defining the conjugate

momenta for the particles and the field,

pi =
∂LPZW

∂ẋi
= mẋi − exi ×

∫
dsB(sxi), (9)

π =
∂LPZW

∂Ȧ
= −ϵ0E⊥ −P⊥, (10)

and performing a Legendre transformation gives the
Hamiltonian

HPZW =
∑
i

1

2m

(
pi +

e

m
xi ×

∫
dsB(sxi)

)2

+

∫
dx3

(
1

2ϵ0
D2

⊥ +
1

2µ0
B2

)
−
∫

dx3P⊥ ·E⊥ −
∫

dx3 1

2ϵ0
P2

⊥.

(11)

Here, D⊥ ≡ ϵ0E⊥ + P⊥ is the displacement field. The
first line of Eq. (11) describes the charges in the antenna
(note that the canonical momentum is now dependent
on the magnetic field), the second line describes the elec-
tromagnetic field in and around the antenna, and the
third line contains the charge-field coupling term of our
interest and a self-interaction term. (Note that the term∫
d3xM · B in Eq. (8) has been cancelled by the term∑
i ẋi ·

(
−exi ×

∫
dsB(sxi)

)
=

∑
i exi × ẋi

∫
dsB(sxi).)

The self-interaction term can be treated as an additional
scalar potential term as long as we can approximate the
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charge ensemble as noninteracting; i.e. the only inter-
action between the charges in the antenna is via their
interaction with the external electromagnetic field [44].
In the Coulomb gauge, scalar potentials do not lead to
dynamics, and so this term can be dropped.

Thus, Eq. (11) shows that the interaction of the antenna
current with the electromagnetic field in the cavity is
twofold: first, the canonical momentum is modified by
a Lorentz force term (first line of Eq. (11)), and second,
we recover the general form of the dipole-like interaction
Hamiltonian

Hint = −
∫

dx3P⊥ ·E⊥. (12)

Here, both P⊥ and E⊥ depends on both the spatial
coordinate and time. Importantly, P⊥ is the generalized
polarization of the antenna.
In this manuscript, we consider the simplest scenario

of a symmetric, double-sided, linear antenna (total length
l) coupled to a TE mode of the cavity. To derive a
simpler form of the interaction Hamiltonian in Eq. (12),
we can Taylor expand the intracavity electric field around
the center of the antenna, E⊥(x, t)|0 = E⊥(0, t) + x ·
(∇ · E⊥(x, t))|0 + O(|x|2), and use the definition of the
polarization in Eq. (4) to integrate over the δ-functions:∫ 1

0
ds

∫
d3xδ(x− sxi) = 1,

∫ 1

0
ds

∫
d3xδ(x− sxi) · x = xi,

to yield

Hint =−
∑
i

exi ·E⊥(0, t)

−
∑
i

e|xi|2 (∇ ·E⊥(x, t)) |0 +O(|xi|3),
(13)

where the sum is over the antenna charges.
Finally, we can relate the collection of microscopic

charges in the antenna to the image charge induced on
it by the oscillating electron as follows. The sum over
antenna charges labelled by the subscript i can be cast
in terms of a sum over four charges corresponding to the
end points of the two sections of the linear antenna (one
section on each side of the trap, see Fig. 3), i.e.

|x1| = |x3| = z0, (14)

x1 = −x3 (15)

for the image charges at the trap electrodes, and

|x2| = |x4| =
l

2
, (16)

x2 = −x4 (17)

for the image charges at the far end of both antenna
sections. We can do this decomposition because the
creation of an image charge at the trap electrode is due
to redistribution of electrons in the conducting antenna.

... ...

z(t)
e− 1 234
z0 l/2

antenna antenna

trap

FIG. 3. A schematic of the double-sided antenna geometry
around the electron trap. The sum over charges in the antenna
in Eq. (13) can be cast in terms of a sum over image charges
at the four end points of the sectioned antenna, labelled 1-4.

Because of this charge redistribution, the two ends of
an antenna section need to carry an equal and opposite
image charge.
The image charge on the surrounding conductors is

created as soon as the trapped electron is present – we
label this “stationary” charge on each of the two axial
electrodes as q̄im = αe/2. Here, α ≤ 1 is a geometric
factor that accounts for the fact that some of the field lines
of the trapped electron may leak out and not contribute
to the creation of an axial image charge (and so the total
trap image charge need not be equal to e). As the trapped
electron moves around in the trap, it induces an additional
image charge correction qim [40],

qim(t) = αe
z(t)

2z0
, (18)

where the role of α is identical to the stationary image
charge case. Because of the symmetry of the double-sided,
linear antenna, this correction shows up as a surplus of
charge on one side of the trap and a deficit of charge on
the other side. Hence, we can rewrite the sum as∑

i

exi = (q̄im + qim(t))x1 + (−q̄im − qim(t))x2

+ (q̄im − qim(t))x3 + (−q̄im + qim(t))x4

= 2qim(t) (x1 − x2)

≈ −2qim(t)x2.

(19)

Here, the last line follows as |x1| ≪ |x2| = l/2.
Hence, the first-order term of the interaction Hamilto-

nian simplifies to

H
(1)
int = −

(
αe

l

2z0
z(t)

)
·E(0, t) = −d(t) ·E⊥(0, t). (20)

Eq. (20) is the well-known electric dipole coupling, where
the dipole moment corresponding to the antenna is given
by the bracketed term in the first equality. We can further
express the electric field in terms of the cavity modes
labelled by k,

H
(1)
int = −d ·

∑
k

Ek(0, t). (21)

For completeness, we can apply the same procedure to
rewrite the second-order correction to the electric dipole



5

Hamiltonian (second term in Eq. (13)) as

H
(2)
int = −αe

(
l

2

)2 ∑
k

(∇ ·Ek(x, t)) |0. (22)

From the expression in Eq. (20), we can observe that
only the z component of the intracavity microwave field
can interact with the induced dipole moment. Quantizing
this field yields

Ê =
∑
k

Ezp,k(âk + â†k) (23)

with Ezp =
√

ℏΩk

2ϵ0V
, where âk and â†k are the field anni-

hilation and creation operators, Ωk is the frequency of
the microwave mode labelled by k, and V is the mode
volume. Henceforth, we will only consider a single mode
of the microwave field, Êk, which we justify by noticing
that the sensitivity is strongly dependent on the detuning
of the electron motional frequency, Ωz, from the cavity
mode frequency, Ωk.

Writing the electron axial displacement as an operator,
ẑ = zzp(âz + â†z) with the zero-point displacement zzp =√

ℏ
2mΩz

, the interaction Hamiltonian in Eq. (20) can be

written as

Ĥint = −ℏGẑ(âk + â†k), (24)

with the interaction strength

G = αe
l

2z0

√
Ωk

2ℏϵ0V
. (25)

Equation (25) establishes that a small cavity mode volume
and a large “length enhancement factor”, l

2z0
, of the dipole

moment are two crucial pieces behind the amplification
mechanism that underpins this interaction.

Crucially, this setup allows us to induce oscillating im-
age charges on trap electrodes and in the antenna, which
are the cornerstone of inducing a large dipole moment
that is necessary to couple to the intracavity microwave
field.

B. Measurement imprecision and back-action noises

The interaction described by Ĥint is analogous to the
linearized radiation-pressure interaction between electro-
magnetic radiation stored in a cavity and its mechanically-
compliant end-mirror [9]. In particular, when the mi-
crowave cavity is excited with an input field, âin, and
coupled to the trapped electron via Ĥint, the leakage
field, âout, can be continuously read out in order to
measure the electron motion and thus the forces act-
ing on the electron (Fig. 2b). However, this act of con-
tinuous measurement of the electron motion is funda-
mentally accompanied by quantum measurement back-
action noise that randomly disturbs the electron. This

can be seen at a first glance by noticing that the elec-
tron is susceptible to the radiation-pressure-like force

F̂rp ≡ ˙̂pz = (i/ℏ)[Ĥint, p̂z] = ℏG(âk + â†k), so that quan-
tum fluctuations in the intracavity field drive the electron.
This physics can be precisely modeled by considering

the Hamiltonian of this open particle-cavity system,

Ĥ = ℏΩkâ
†
kâk +

p̂2z
2m

+
m

2
Ω2

z ẑ
2 − ℏGẑ(âk + â†k)

+ iℏ
√
κin(â

†
kâine

−iΩint − â†ine
iΩintâk),

(26)

where the first line corresponds to the particle-cavity
system Hamiltonian given by the free Hamiltonians for the
axial motion of the electron and the intracavity microwave
field, and the interaction Hamiltonian from Eq. (20), and
the second line defines the coupling (characterized by κin)
of our cavity to this probe field. Note that all operators
are given in the time-domain, and the Hamiltonian is
written from the lab frame perspective.

Using the input-output formalism [45], the Hamiltonian

Ĥ yields the following quantum Langevin equation for
the intracavity field in the lab frame

˙̂ak =
(
−iΩk − κ

2

)
âk + iGẑ +

√
κinâine

−iΩint. (27)

Note that the input field rotates at the frequency Ωin,
and we have used a notation that distinguishes the input
linewidth κin from the total cavity linewidth κ that can
additionally include the linewidth associated with the
internal cavity losses, κ = κin+κadd. However, we restrict
our calculation to the case of a lossless cavity, i.e. κ = κin,
as this assumption can be easily relaxed. Transforming
into the Fourier domain gives [46]

âk[Ω] = χk[Ω] (iGẑ[Ω] +
√
κinâin[Ω + Ωin]) , (28)

where the cavity susceptibility is defined as χk[Ω] =
(−i(Ω− Ωk) +

κ
2 )

−1.
The equation of motion for the displacement of the

electron is given by

ẑ[Ω] = χz[Ω]
(
F̂int[Ω] + F̂rp[Ω] + F̂dir[Ω]

)
, (29)

where the mechanical susceptibility is defined as χz[Ω] =

(Ω2
z − Ω2 − iγΩ)−1/m, F̂int is the intrinsic force due to

thermal and quantum zero-point motion Eq. (1), F̂dir

represents all the direct forces acting on the electron, and

the radiation pressure force is F̂rp = ℏG(âk + â†k).
Physically, we expect two kinds of radiation pressure

force contributions. One arising from the motion of the
electron itself: the oscillating electron induces a current
in the antenna, which radiates into the cavity, gets re-
absorbed by the antenna, and acts back on the electron
with a delay. This effect is called dynamical backaction
[47], and it effectively modifies the motional frequency
of the electron and its damping rate [48]. Another con-
tribution is due to the stochastic quantum (or classical)
fluctuations in the intracavity field, and is independent
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of the electron motion; this is the stochastic back-action
force. Both can be derived by solving Eqs. (28) and (30)
and separating the force term proportional to the electron
motion (ẑ) and that which is not. This results in the
modified equation of motion of the charge

ẑ[Ω] = χeff
z [Ω]

(
F̂int[Ω] + F̂ba[Ω] + F̂dir[Ω]

)
, (30)

where χeff
z is the modified susceptibility due to dynamical

back-action, and F̂ba is the stochastic back-action force.
The effective susceptibility due to dynamical back-

action is

χeff
z [Ω]−1 = χz[Ω]

−1 + χdyn
z [Ω]−1, (31)

with

χdyn
z [Ω]−1 = −iℏG2 (χk[Ω]− χ∗

k[Ω])

≡ mΩ (2Ωba[Ω]− iγba[Ω]) .
(32)

For a high-Q mechanical oscillator, the effect of the dy-
namical back-action can be approximated as a shift in the
mechanical frequency and damping, Ωeff

z = Ωz +Ωba[Ωz]
and γeff = γ + γba[Ωz], given by

Ωba =
ℏG2

2mΩz

( Ωz − Ωk

(Ωz − Ωk)2 + (κ/2)2

− Ωz +Ωk

(Ωz +Ωk)2 + (κ/2)2

)
,

(33)

and

γba =
ℏG2κ

2mΩz

( 1

(Ωz − Ωk)2 + (κ/2)2

− 1

(Ωz +Ωk)2 + (κ/2)2

)
,

(34)

respectively.
The stochastic back-action force in Eq. (30) is only

related to the input field fluctuations,

F̂ba[Ω] = ℏG
√
κin (χk[Ω]âin[Ω + Ωin] + h.c.) (35)

and so its statistics is determined by the quantum statis-
tics of the input. Assuming that the input field is in a
thermal state, the stochastic back-action force spectral
density is given by

S̄ba
FF [Ω] = ℏ2G2κin

[
|χk[Ω]| 2

(
nth[|Ω− Ωin|] +

1

2

)
+ |χ∗

k[Ω]|
2

(
nth[|Ω+ Ωin|] +

1

2

)]
,

(36)

where nth[Ω] = [exp(ℏΩ/kBT )− 1]−1 is the average ther-
mal occupation of the input field at temperature T . Note
that in the low temperature limit, nth → 0, but the
stochastic back-action force is still finite, owing to the
contribution from the quantum fluctuations of the in-
put field; this is the unavoidable quantum measurement
back-action.

The motion of the electron is conveyed by, and can be
inferred from, the field leaking out of the cavity [45]

âout[Ω] = âin[Ω + Ωin]−
√
κinâk[Ω]

= −iG
√
κinχk[Ω] ẑ[Ω]

+ (1− κinχk[Ω])âin[Ω + Ωin]

= −iG
√
κinχk[Ω]χ

eff
z [Ω]

(
F̂dir + F̂ba + F̂imp

)
,

(37)

where in the last line, the motion ẑ is expressed in terms
of the forces, and we have defined the force-equivalent
measurement imprecision

F̂imp[Ω] =
i(1− κinχk[Ω])

G
√
κinχk[Ω]χeff

z [Ω]
âin[Ω + Ωin], (38)

which describes the apparent force due to quantum and
classical noise from the field used for the measurement.
The force sensitivity of our scheme is clearly limited

by the back-action (F̂ba) and imprecision forces (F̂imp) —
which are both fundamentally of a quantum mechanical
origin — and by any extraneous forces that act directly
(F̂dir) on the electron.

In order to realize this force sensitivity in an experiment,
we imagine subjecting the field to homodyne detection
(or any other phase-sensitive amplification), which will
provide access to an arbitrary field quadrature: q̂θout[Ω] =
1√
2
(âout[Ω]e

−iθ + â†out[Ω]e
iθ). The spectral density of the

quadrature of the output field will be of the form,

S̄out,θ
qq [Ω] ∝S̄dir

FF [Ω] + S̄ba
FF [Ω] + S̄imp,θ

FF [Ω]

+ 2Re
[
S̄imp,ba,θ
FF [Ω]

] (39)

The first term represents the direct force noise. The
second term is the backaction force noise that arises due
to the input field noise being transduced onto the electron,
and the third term is the imprecision force noise caused
by the same input noise being recycled by the cavity back
to the output port. Finally, the last term in Eq. (39)
accounts for possible correlations in the imprecision and
backaction forces. The full expressions for these spectral
densities are as follows,

S̄imp,θ
FF [Ω] =

1

G2κin |χeff
z [Ω]|2

|1− χk[Ω]κin|2
(
nth[|Ω− Ωin|] + 1

2

)
+ |1− χ∗

k[Ω]κin|2
(
nth[|Ω+ Ωin|] + 1

2

)
|χk[Ω]e−iθ − χ∗

k[Ω]e
iθ|2

, (40)
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S̄imp,ba,θ
FF [Ω] =

iℏ
χeff
z [Ω]

(1− χk[Ω]κin)χk[Ω]
†e−iθ

(
nth[|Ω− Ωin|] + 1

2

)
+ (1− χ∗

k[Ω]κin)χ
∗
k[Ω]

†eiθ
(
nth[|Ω+ Ωin|] + 1

2

)
χk[Ω]e−iθ − χ∗

k[Ω]e
iθ

.

(41)

Already from Eq. (37), it may be surmised that the
phase quadrature (θ = π/2) conveys information about
the electron’s motion. Further, it is necessary to use a
high-quality cavity (Ωk ≫ κ) to prolong the interaction
between the cavity field and the antenna. Finally, in
order to minimize the effect of dynamical back-action, it
is necessary that Ωz − Ωk ≫ κ. Under these conditions,
we have the following approximate expressions around
Ω ∼ Ωz,

S̄ba
FF [Ω] ≈

ℏ2G2κin

(Ω− Ωk)2 + (κ/2)2

(
nth[|Ω− Ωin|] +

1

2

)
,

(42)

S̄
imp,π/2
FF [Ω] ≈ (Ω− Ωk)

2 + (κ/2)2

G2κin |χeff
z [Ω]|2

(
nth[|Ω− Ωin|] +

1

2

)
.

(43)

On the one hand, measurement imprecision can be re-
duced by strong coupling (large G) between the motion
and the field, however, at the expense of increased back-
action. Thus, the continuous measurement scheme out-
lined here, in the case of phase quadrature readout, is
limited by the fact that

S̄dir
FF + S̄ba

FF + S̄
imp,π/2
FF ≥ S̄dir

FF + 2

√
S̄ba
FF S̄

imp,π/2
FF

= S̄dir
FF +

2ℏ
|χeff

z |

(
nth +

1

2

)
≥ S̄dir

FF +
ℏ

|χeff
z |

.

(44)

The last term in the last line expresses the fundamental
limit to the force sensitivity via phase-quadrature readout
in our antenna-mediated coupling scheme — a form of the
Standard Quantum Limit (SQL) for this measurement.
The requirements for high precision continuous force

sensing is indicated by Eq. (44): additional force noises

that act directly (i.e. F̂dir) on the electron will mask
the external force to be sensed; additional readout noises
(which can be referred back to an apparent force noise

and subsumed in F̂imp) will have the same effect. Fur-
ther, the limit set by the SQL may itself be large: indeed,
ℏ/

∣∣χeff
z [Ω ≈ Ωz]

∣∣ ≈ ℏmγeffΩz, so that extraneous damp-
ing of the electron can increase the SQL.

C. Technical limitations

We now study extraneous noise sources in the above
three categories: those which manifest as additional damp-
ing of the electron motion, those which act as a direct
force noise on the electron motion, and those which lead
to additional readout noise.

1. Additional damping

Dynamical back-action damping γba accounts for the
damping of the electron motion due to the emission and
re-absorption of radiation through the dominant resonant
mode of the cavity. However, any cavity is still a multi-
mode system, so that — just as in free-space — the charge
is free to emit Larmor radiation into these modes, but
at a rate suppressed by the Purcell factor [49, 50]. For
detuned operation

In addition to dynamical backaction damping, γba, the
relevant technical damping mechanisms are the cavity-
corrected Larmor radiation of the trapped electron, γcav

L ,
and damping due to losses in the antenna, γA,

γeff = γcav
L + γba + γA. (45)

The damping due to dephasing of the three motional
degrees of freedom of the electron can be shown to be
negligible for the parameter ranges considered here (see
Appendix A). The cavity-corrected Larmor damping rate
is given by [51]

γcav
L ≈ γfree

L

(
(2πcΩ−1

z )3

V

)
Q−1 =

e2π2

6V Qϵ0mΩz
, (46)

where m is the mass of the electron, V is cavity vol-
ume, and ϵ0 is the vacuum permittivity, and Q is the
cavity quality factor. Note that this expression is ap-
proximately valid when the electron is detuned from the
cavity resonance and is sufficient as Larmor damping is
the subdominant contribution in this regime of operation.
The antenna damping, the dominant damping source, is
a result of Ohmic losses of the antenna current [39]

γA =

(
q

2z0

)2
Rd

m
. (47)

Rd is given by the antenna geometry and material as
Rd = ρl/Aa, where ρ is the resistivity of the material,
l = πc/Ωz is the length of the antenna (defined as half
the wavelength of the axial resonant mode), and Aa is
the cross-section of the antenna.
For a general antenna radiating into free space, losses

generally occur via dissipative and radiation resistance,
and the total resistance is the sum of these two contribu-
tions, i.e. Rd + Rr. However, our case does not involve
an antenna in free space. In fact, by embedding the an-
tenna in a microwave cavity resonant with the antenna,
the cavity essentially acts as a filter for the radiation,
reflecting some radiation back into the antenna. Since
the antenna radiation needs to be transmitted by the
microwave cavity in order to radiate into free space, the
noise associated with the antenna’s radiation resistance
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is essentially the vacuum noise entering the microwave
cavity via its output port. Hence, what can be considered
radiation resistance in our case will be taken into account
at the level of coupling the cavity to the environment.

2. Additional direct force noise

The most important force noise that acts directly on
the trapped electron comes from Johnson and dielectric
noises in the trap electric field, S̄J

FF + S̄D
FF , and magnetic

field fluctuations (due to the Barkhausen effect), S̄Bh
FF ,

and the two-level-system loss in the cavity, S̄TLS
FF ,

S̄dir
FF = S̄J

FF + S̄D
FF + S̄Bh

FF + S̄TLS
FF . (48)

Overall, the motional heating in Penning traps has been
shown to be exceptionally low [31, 52–54].

The most important electric field noise inside a Penning
trap comes from the electrode Johnson noise and the
electrode surface dielectric losses [55]. We model the
Johnson force noise of the metal electrodes as (similarly
to [55] with a correction factor, see Appendix B)

S̄J
FF [Ω](tm > δ) ≈ 3q2

{
kBTρ

2πz2δ[Ω] if z > δ,
kBTρ
2πz3 if z < δ,

(49)

S̄J
FF [Ω](tm < δ) ≈ 3q2

{
kBTρ
2πz2tm

if z > tm,
kBTρ
2πz3 if z < tm,

(50)

where we distinguish the cases of the metal thickness tm
being larger or smaller than the skin depth of the metal δ.
ρ here is the resistivity of the metal and z is the distance
of the charged particle from the metal surfaces of both
endcap electrodes. In a similar way, we model the noise
due to a thin dielectric layer on the electrode as follows
(again with a correction factor compared to [55])

S̄D
FF [Ω] = 3q2

3

4π

tan θ

ϵ(1 + tan2 θ)

kBTtd
Ωz4

. (51)

Here, tan θ and ϵ are the loss tangent and the permittiv-
ity of the dielectric material, respectively, and td is the
thickness of the dielectric layer.
The dominant effect of magnetic field noise on the

electron is the direct force noise in the axial direction due
to magnetic fluctuations in the radial plane. We propose
to use permanent magnets for the creation of the trap
magnetic field in order to allow for a more compact and
mechanically stable setups that minimizes misalignments
between the trap and the magnetic field source, and so
the noise is expected to be dominated by the Barkhausen
effect [56]. We model the magnetic force fluctuations as
(see Appendix C for the derivation)

S̄Bh,ρ
FF [Ω] =

∣∣qΩ̄ρ̄∣∣2 (gsµ0µB

2V

)2 2α

Ω2 + α2

T

T + Tc
, (52)

where α is the highly uncertain magnetic decay constant,
and the mean radial coordinate, ρ̄, and the mean angular
velocity, Ω̄ for the particle trajectory are given by

ρ̄ =

√
2ℏ

m
√
Ω2

c − 2Ω2
z

(1 + nth[Ω+] + nth[Ω−]), (53)

and

Ω̄ =
ℏ
m

1

ρ̄2
(nth[Ω+]− nth[Ω−]). (54)

Here Ωc = q
mB0, Ω2

z = qV0

md2 , and Ω± = 1
2 (Ωc ±√

Ω2
c − 2Ω2

z). Note that the parameters that encode the
material properties of the permanent magnet are the spin
g-factor gs, the unit cell volume V , and the critical temper-
ature Tc. We remark that much is still unknown about the
Barkhausen effect, and more experimental investigation
is required to test and constrain this model.
Another source of magnetic field fluctuations are the

thermal fluctuations of charges in the conducting elec-
trodes, which can give rise to Johnson currents [57–63].
However, our calculations show that this noise is generally
far below the other relevant noise sources in this setup
and therefore is not discussed here.

Lastly, we consider force noise due to two-level systems
(TLS) [64–66], which are the dominant noise source in
microwave cavities [67, 68]. It is necessary to consider
the TLS noise here since our setup requires the presence
of dielectric material in the microwave cavity. Note that
similarly to the Barkhausen effect, much is still unknown
about the TLS effects in microwave resonators. Our
model for the TLS-induced force fluctuation is detailed
in Appendix D and yields

S̄TLS
FF [Ω] = ℏ2G2 2kBT

Ezp,kΩ
1

ϵ0ϵrβ

− tan δTLS

(1− ϵ−1
r )2 + tan2 δTLS

,

(55)
where β ≡

∫
VTLS

ϕ(x)d3x is the spatial overlap between

the TLS volume and the cavity mode function ϕ(r). There
are two processes in amorphous solids with TLSs that
contribute to dissipation, namely resonant and relaxation
absorption, with the respective loss tangents [69]

tan δresTLS =
P0p

2π

3ϵ0ϵr
tanh

ℏΩ
2ksBT

, (56)

and

tan δrelTLS =
P0p

2

ϵ0ϵr

∫ t0

τmin

√
1− τmin

τ

Ω

1 + (Ωτ)2
dτ, (57)

where τmin = (AT 3)−1, and t0 is the timescale of the
experiment. TLSs are found to have universal distri-
bution given by P0 = 4.35 × 1031ergs−1cm−3 [65] and
A = 108s−1K−3 [69]. The total loss tangent is then the
sum of the resonant and relaxation loss tangents (as the
dissipated energy adds up),

tan δTLS = tan δresTLS + tan δrelTLS. (58)
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The parameters p (electric dipole moment of the TLSs)
and ϵr can be found in the literature for a variety of TLS
host materials.

3. Additional imprecision and backaction force noise

Additional imprecision and backaction force noise comes
from internal losses in the walls of the microwave cavity,

S̄read,add
FF = S̄imp,add

FF + S̄ba,add
FF . (59)

These losses can most generally be modelled through
an additional contribution to the total cavity linewidth,
κ = κin+κadd. In much the same way as the thermal bath
associated with the input port manifests as the funda-
mental imprecision-backaction force noise, this additional
loss channel will give rise to an aditional backaction and
imprecision force noise,

S̄ba,add
FF [Ω] = ℏ2G2κadd

(
nth[Ω] +

1
2

) (
|χk[Ω]|2 + |χ∗

k[Ω]|
2
)
,

(60)

S̄imp,add
FF [Ω] =

κadd

(
nth[Ω] +

1
2

)
G2 |χeff

z [Ω]|2
|χk[Ω]|2 +

∣∣∣χ†
k[Ω]

∣∣∣2∣∣∣χk[Ω] + χ†
k[Ω]

∣∣∣2 ,

(61)
where we assumed measuring the phase quadrature, θ =
π/2.

III. RESULTS

By considering the scheme depicted in Fig. 2a, we have
developed a fully quantum theory of such a force trans-
ducer and accounted for all relevant quantum, thermal,
measurement and technical noises that limit the force
sensitivity of this setup. These noises include dielectric
fluctuations in the trap and surface layers in the elec-
trodes [55], the magnetic Barkhausen noise [56], Johnson
noise [70, 71] from the trap and antenna, and noise due
to fluctuating two-level systems (TLS) in the cavity walls
and intra-cavity dielectrics [67, 68]. As far as the radi-

ation pressure force F̂rp is concerned, its fundamental
contribution is from the quantum vacuum fluctuations of
the cavity field; however, additional radiation pressure
force noise from residual thermal noise at the ambient
cavity temperature can also be relevant.
According to our derived interaction Hamiltonian

Eq. (24), the motion of the charge (ẑ) couples to the

amplitude quadrature (∝ (â†k + âk)) of the cavity field;
Heisenberg equations of motion then show that the mo-

tion is imprinted onto the phase quadrature (∝ i(â†k− âk))
of the cavity field. Thus measurement of the field
leaking out from the cavity (of damping rate κ) [45],
âout = âin −

√
κâk, gives access to the continuous mo-

tion of the charge. In particular, the phase quadrature,

q̂out,π/2[Ω] =
i√
2
(−âout[Ω] + â†out[Ω]), of the field leaking

out can be measured via homodyne detection. Note that
the output quadrature not only depends on the intracavity
field fluctuations, which couple to all the aforementioned
noise sources, but also on the input field fluctuations,
âin. The input field fluctuations that directly leak to the
readout quadrature thus contribute sensing noise, which
sets the imprecision of the field measurement. Similarly,
the thermal noise from the cavity also contributes to the
imprecision noise.
In Fig. 4, we plot the resultant force noise sensitivity

of our proposed electron force sensor. In what follows, we
summarize the choice of parameters that directly produce
the noise budget presented in Fig. 4.

We use a single electron (charge e, mass m) trapped in
a z0 ≈ d = 50 µm Penning trap. This size enables us to
strike a good balance between a large enough coupling
strength, G (Eq. (25)), and small enough effects of the
other noise sources discussed in Section IIC. The base
trapping potential is chosen to be V0 = 19.3 V, which
falls into the ballpark range typically used for existing
Penning traps. Note that the base voltage affects the
axial frequency of the electron (∝

√
V0), which therefore

provides a useful tuning knob to realize a broadband force
detector. The value of the trapping magnetic field is
chosen to be B0 = 0.5 T – this is a sensible estimate of
the field that permanent magnet assemblies are able to
produce on this scale. The resonant frequency in this case
amounts to fz ≈ 6 GHz.

As for the trap electrodes, we consider the use of gold
electrodes (ρ = 22.1 nΩm), especially due to its high-
conductivity and the low-noise dielectric layer that forms
in practice (as compared to materials like copper which
are prone to oxidization). We model the trap electrodes
as deposited on a dielectric surface (e.g. fused silica),
which enables a thickness of tm = 200 nm. We use the
following parameters for the HC film typically formed on
gold: td = 2 nm, ϵ = 2ϵ0, tan θ = 0.01 [55].

We propose to use samarium cobalt (SmCo) permanent
magnets to produce the in-trap magnetic fields. This
choice of magnets is informed by previous measurements
of magnetic field noise. The critical temperature of SmCo
is Tc = 800 K, and the unit cell properites used here are:
Vuc = 84.703 Å3, gs = 7.120. The decay constant α is
uncertain as of now, and we display the expected noise
for α/2π ranging between 1 Hz and 1 MHz in Fig. 4.
We assume a symmetric, half-wavelength antenna res-

onant with the axial frequency, i.e. l = πc/Ωz. The
cross-sectional area of the antenna is not tightly bound.
We consider a reasonable estimate where one dimension is
given by the thickness of the electrodes, tm, and the other
one, the antenna width, can be tuned to decrease the
imprecision force noise. We have found that an antenna
width of w = 5 cm helps us obtain good force sensitivity.
We also assume the use of gold for the antenna.

In light of the discussion surrounding Fig. 2 c), we
choose the resonant frequency of the relevant cavity mode
to be fk = 5.5 GHz. A ballpark estimate of the size of the
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FIG. 4. The resultant force noise sensitivity of our proposed setup. The thick orange curve displays the total force noise, S̄tot
FF ,

for a trap voltage of 19 V, and the orange shaded region shows the broadband force sensitivity achievable by this detector by
tuning the trap voltage between 10 V and 50 V. This sensitivity curve is mostly dominated by the imprecision-backaction noise
due to losses at the input port of the cavity. The remaining contributions to S̄tot

FF are: additional imprecision-backaction noise
from internal cavity losses S̄read,add

FF in brown, the intrinsic force noise (including additional damping from dynamical backaction
and Ohmic losses in the antenna) S̄int

FF in blue, the electric Johnson noise from trap electrodes S̄J
FF in green, the surface-layer

dielectric noise from trap electrodes S̄D
FF in magenta, and the fairly uncertain contributions from Barkhausen noise, S̄Bh

FF , and
TLS noise, S̄TLS

FF , in yellow and red, respectively. Note that for S̄Bh
FF , we include a region of plausibility corresponding to a

variation of the decay constant between α/2π = 1 Hz and α/2π = 1 MHz due to a lack of experimental measurements of this
constant. The gray shaded region shows the fundamental limit due to thermal and zero-point motion of a free electron subject
to only Larmor damping. The inset shows a zoomed view of the minimum force sensitivity achieved around the electron’s
effective frequency at 19 V.

microwave resonator is calculated as (10× the antenna
length)×(the cavity resonant frequency)×(3× the antenna
width as the minimum)≈ (25.6 cm)×(2.7 cm)×(15.0 cm).
Further, we assume an internal quality factor of Qint =
105 and a cavity linewidth of κadd = Ωk/2Qint. For a
good cavity, we want the noise associated with input
coupling to be less than the internal cavity losses, and so
we assume a larger external quality factor, Qext = 103,
and κin = Ωk/2Qext.

For TLS modelling, we assume that most of the TLS
noise comes from the amorphous substrate that hosts the
trap + antenna configuration, rather than TLSs on the
cavity surfaces. This should be a legitimate assumption,
since the intracavity electric field will be larger at the
position of this substrate than at the walls of the cavity.
Our current designs make use of a fused silica substrate,
on which the electrodes and the antenna can be deposited,
and so we use the following parameters: ϵr = 3.7 and
p = 0.5D [72]. Further, we choose t0 = 105 s (although

we found that the results are insensitive to the precise
choice of this timescale as long as t0 ≳ 1 s), and we derive
the TLS volume from the antenna length, the trap size,
and the antenna width, VTLS = l2dw.

Lastly, we drive the cavity on resonance, hence fin = fk,
and measure the phase quadrature of the outgoing field
(θ = π/2).

IV. DISCUSSION

In sum, the ability to continuously monitor the force
acting on the electron is impeded by the force noises that
act durectly on it (backaction and other extraneous force),
as well as by imprecision noises in the measurement of the
cavity’s output field. We have accounted for this using a
full quantum theory of the measurement process in the
Methods section. The result is that the spectral density
of the output quadrature can be expressed in terms of
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the total force noise spectral density,

S̄out
qq ∝ S̄tot

FF = S̄int
FF

+ S̄imp
FF + S̄ba

FF + 2Re[S̄imp,ba
FF ]

+ S̄J
FF + S̄D

FF

(
+S̄Bh

FF + S̄TLS
FF

)
+ S̄read,add

FF .

(62)

The total force noise, S̄tot
FF , is depicted in Fig. 4 for the pa-

rameters of our proposed measurement that we elaborate
on shortly. The first line of Eq. (62) contains the intrinsic
force noise of the electron due to thermal and quantum
effects, S̄int

FF (Eq. (1)). The total force sensitivity is fur-
ther limited by fundamental readout noises – imprecision,
S̄imp
FF , and backaction, S̄ba

FF – due to the input port of the
cavity (second line), a range of technical noises in the
third line (electric Johnson noise, S̄J

FF , dielectric noise,
S̄D
FF , magnetic Barkhausen noise, S̄Bh

FF , and noise due to
two level systems (TLSs), S̄TLS

FF ), as well as additional
imprecision and backaction noises due to thermal cavity

effects, S̄read,add
FF = S̄ba,add

FF + S̄imp,add
FF (fourth line). Note

that some of these noises, such as the intrinsic or readout
noises, are also affected by additional electron damping
due to the dipole interaction and additional losses. Fur-
thermore, the bracketed terms in the third line of Eq. (62)
are noises whose modeling is highly uncertain, and are
hence excluded from the S̄tot

FF line in Fig. 4. Nevertheless,
the estimates of these noises are shown in yellow and red
in Eq. (62).
Our proposed transducer utilizes a trapped electron

due to its low mass and thus extremely low intrinsic
noise Eq. (1). In addition to the intrinsic noise of this
mechanical oscillator, the act of coupling the electron
to a microwave cavity as a readout mechanism imposes
a fundamental noise floor for this measurement scheme.
This noise floor is present even if all extraneous noises
are absent and arises due to the tradeoff between the
imprecision and backaction forces due to the presence of
the microwave cavity: S̄ba

FF ∝ G2, whereas S̄imp
FF ∝ 1/G2

(see Methods). Such noise floor is neatly captured in the
imprecision-backaction product, also called the Standard
Quantum Limit (SQL), which we derive in the Methods
section from a fully quantum theory for this new type of
coupling,

S̄imp
zz S̄ba

FF ≈ ℏ2
(
nth[|Ω− Ωin|] + 1

2

)2
, (63)

where nth is the thermal occupation number of the me-
chanical oscillator, and |Ω− Ωin| is the detuning of the
oscillator frequency from the frequency of the input field
to the cavity.
In practical terms, a decrease in imprecision is thus

naively achieved through smaller cavity volume and a
longer antenna (Eq. (25)). However, there are other im-
portant technical restrictions that constrain the parameter
space. One such restriction comes from factors that affect
the electron damping. The damping rate, or conversely
the quality factor of the electron oscillator, manifests it-
self as broadening of the inverted Lorentzian feature in

Fig. 4, which is crucial to minimizing the imprecision of
the electron motion. We find that the dominant source
of damping in our proposed system is Ohmic loss due to
image currents in the antenna, which naturally calls for
reducing the antenna length and/or extending its cross-
sectional area. Furthermore, reducing the cavity volume
in general increases the cavity frequency, which subse-
quently requires an increased axial motional frequency of
the electron. This is most conveniently achieved through
smaller trap size, which, however, generally increases the
impact of electric and magnetic force noise on the electron.

Dynamical backaction damping is another important
contribution to the electron damping rate. This damping
mechanism essentially arises from the retardation in the
interaction between the electron’s motion and the cavity
field [73]. This effect is largest if the electron motion
and the cavity are resonant. If the axial frequency of the
electron is too close to resonance (i.e. less than the cavity
linewidth), the cavity efficiently recycles the antenna radi-
ation and thus amplifies its backaction on the electron. In
the converse scenario, when the axial frequency is too far
away from the cavity frequency (i.e. much more than the
cavity linewidth), the antenna radiation into the cavity
becomes less efficient and hence imprecision increases.
This tradeoff can be very clearly seen in the broadband
sensitivity curve in Fig. 4.

In summary, we find a trade-off between the decrease in
the imprecision noise and and an increase in the electron
damping rate and the effects of other force noises. On
this playing field, we have identified a set of detector pa-
rameters (described in more detail in the Results section),
yielding a micron-scale Penning trap embedded in a cm-
scale, relatively low-Q microwave cavity detuned from the
electron’s frequency by ∼ 0.5 GHz, that reduce the total
force noise to as low as 6× 10−27 N/

√
Hz at ∼ 6 GHz, as

demonstrated in Fig. 4. The coupling strength achieved
with these parameters is G ∼ 5× 1012 Hz/m (Eq. (25)).
We also emphasize that our proposed setup allows us to
tune the electron’s motional frequency in-situ by adjust-
ing the trap voltage, thus realizing a broadband force
detector in the gigahertz regime.

An important component of developing this novel trans-
ducer is the consideration of experimental feasibility. The
major experimental challenges in realizing this setup and
this sensitivity are the fabrication of a microscopic Pen-
ning trap, and the lack of a good model for the Barkhausen
and TLS losses to guide the design of the magnetic com-
ponents and the cavity. As for the former, promising
designs and fabrication plans of the first micron-scale
Penning trap are already in development, as the most
commonly used Penning trap sizes tend to be in the cen-
timeter regime. In the latter two cases, we call for more
experimental investigation to determine if these two noise
sources can indeed be mitigated at the 10−27 N/

√
Hz level

in the gigahertz regime.

Accounting for relevant fundamental and technical noise
sources, we demonstrate that hybridizing a trapped elec-
tron with an antenna and a microwave cavity is expected
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to enable force detections at the level of 6×10−27 N/
√
Hz

in the gigahertz regime.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have proposed a novel broadband force detection
scheme using a single trapped electron coupled to a cavity
microwave field via an antenna. Despite the size gap
between a single electron and a microwave field, efficient
coupling can be achieved by using an antenna to amplify
the electron’s dipole moment. We have shown that such
a coupling scheme promises to lead to force detection
sensitivies as low as 6× 10−27 N/

√
Hz, improving on the

state-of-the-art by four orders of magnitude and enabling
new, exciting experiments at the interface of quantum
physics and gravity as well as at the frontier of dark
matter search.

APPENDIX A: DAMPING FROM PENNING
TRAP NON-IDEALITIES

An ideal Penning trap of axial and radial half-size z0
and ρ0, respectively, consists of a quadrupole electric po-

tential, Φ0 = V0

2d2 (z
2 − ρ2

2 ), where d =
√

1
2 (z

2
0 + ρ20/2),

and a uniform B-field, given by the vector potential
A0 = 1

2B0eρ × ez, where eρ is the radial unit vector
in the x-y plane. In such configuration of potentials, the
particle motion decomposes into three independent har-
monic oscillators: the axial (âz), the cyclotron (â+) and
the magnetron (â−) motion [39], i.e.

Ĥ0 = ℏΩzâ
†
zâz + ℏΩ+â

†
+â+ − ℏΩ−â

†
−â−. (A1)

Here Ωc =
q
mB0, Ω

2
z = qV0

md2 , Ω
2
l = Ω2

c − 2Ω2
z, and Ω± =

1
2 (Ωc ± Ωl). The cyclotron frequency, Ω+ is always the
largest frequency scale and thus generally very effectively
decoheres through Larmor radiation.

Real traps inevitably induce corrections to the electric
and magnetic trapping fields, either on purpose to enable
efficient frequency measurements [74], or simply due to
holes, slits, and manufacturing limitations. In order to
calculate the effects that these have on the sensitivity of
our proposed force detector, let us start from the generic
Hamiltonian of a single charged particle inside an isolated
Penning trap

H =
1

2m
(Π− qA)2 + qΦ, (A2)

where A and Φ are the electromagnetic vector potential
and the scalar potential, respectively. Because a Penning
trap is a static field configuration, the vector potential is
defined as

∇×A = ∇× (A0+A′) = B = B0ez +B′(x, y, z). (A3)

B0 is the (ideal) uniform axial magnetic field, and
B′(x, y, z) captures any spatial variations of the mag-
netic field vector. The vector potential is given by
A0 = 1

2B0eρ × ez. The scalar potential may be writ-
ten as

Φ = Φ0 +Φ′(x, y, z), (A4)

where, again, the first term gives the ideal trapping

quadrupole potential Φ0 = V0

2d2 (z
2 − ρ2

2 ), and the sec-
ond term denotes any non-ideal contributions to the total
potential.

Separating the trap fields into their ideal and non-ideal
parts, we may write the full Hamiltonian as

H = H0 +H ′, (A5)

where H0 is the ideal Penning trap Hamiltonian, and H ′

captures all trapping non-idealities. More specifically

H0 =
1

2m
Π2 − q

m
Π ·A0 +

q2

2m
A2

0 + qΦ0 (A6)

and

H ′ = − q

m
Π ·A′ +

q2

m
A0 ·A′ +

q2

2m
A′2 + qΦ′. (A7)

Defining Ωc = q
mB0, Ω

2
z = qV0

md2 , and Ω± = 1
2 (Ωc ±√

Ω2
c − 2Ω2

z), and following the quantization procedure
and the unitary transformation outlined in [75], we may
rewrite the ideal trap Hamiltonian in Eq. (A6) as

Ĥ0 = ℏΩzâ
†
zâz + ℏΩ+â

†
+â+ − ℏΩ−â

†
−â−. (A8)

Note that we have dropped the constant (vacuum) terms,
as they do not contribute to any dynamics in the forth-
coming analysis. Eq. (A8) indeed shows that the motion
of a single charged particle inside a Penning trap can be
treated as three independent harmonic oscillators: the
axial (Ωz), the cyclotron (Ω+) and the magnetron (Ω−)
motions.

Eq. (A8) has a much simpler form than Eq. (A6) due to
the clever coordinate transformation in [75] which allowed
us to understand the physics of the particle motion. By
extending this method to the non-ideal Hamiltonian in
Eq. (A7), we expect to be able to analyse the effect of these
non-idealities on the particle motion from a physically
more convenient reference frame. For this method to be
valid, we need to associate the coordinate transform used
in [75] to a unitary transformation in Hilbert space. It
turns out that this coordinate transformation actually
corresponds to the well-known beamsplitter unitary Û =

ei
π
4 (â†

xây+â†
y âx). Hence, we may repeat the aforementioned

procedure (i.e. express positions and momenta in terms

of âi, â
†
i and transform to â±, â

†
±) on H ′ without any

complications.
To the lowest order, the correction terms in Eq. (A7)

may be written as

Φ′(x, y, z) =
Φ40

d4
(x2 + y2)2 +

Φ22

d4
(x2 + y2)z2 +

Φ40

d4
z4,

(A9)
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where d is the characteristic trap scale, and considering
only the corrections to the axial B-field

A′ =
1

2

(
Bz20

d2
(x2 + y2) +

Bz02

d2
z2
)−y

x
0

 . (A10)

Note that it is the quadratic correction to B-field that will
be dominant, as this describes the lowest-order curvature
of the B-field. A linear contribution would signify just an
offset of the maximum axial field from the trap center,
which can in principle be minimized. We can see that non-
idealities couple all three motions. For convenience, we
split the correction Hamiltonian H ′ into the Hamiltonian
due to Φ′, H ′

Φ, and a Hamiltonian due to A′, H ′
A, and

analyse them sequentially. In both cases, we disregard
all constant terms as well as terms which oscillate at
a frequency other than the three eigenfrequencies (this
is a valid approximation as long as the dominant decay
constant for each motion is much smaller than the scale
of all motional frequencies).
Realizing that the third term in Eq. (A7) will only

yield second order terms in the small corrections Bz20

and Bz02 that are negligible and skipping tedious algebra,
the correction Hamiltonian can be simplified to give

Ĥ ′ = ℏ∆Ωzâ
†
zâz + ℏ∆Ω+â

†
+â+ + ℏ∆Ω−â

†
−â−

+ ℏΩzz(â
†
zâz)

2 + ℏΩ++(â
†
+â+)

2 + ℏΩ−−(â
†
−â−)

2

+ ℏΩ+zâ
†
+â+â

†
zâz + ℏΩ−zâ

†
−â−â

†
zâz

+ ℏΩ+−â
†
+â+â

†
−â−.

(A11)

with the frequencies given by

∆Ωz = A(3Φ04 + 2Φ22) + BB02

2
, (A12)

∆Ω+ = A(16Φ40 +Φ22) + 2BB20

+ (B − C)
(
2B20 +

B02

4

)
,

(A13)

∆Ω− = A(16Φ40 +Φ22) + 2BB20

+ (B + C)
(
2B20 +

B02

4

)
,

(A14)

Ωzz =
3

2
AΦ04, (A15)

Ω++ = 4AΦ40 + (B − C)B20, (A16)

Ω−− = 4AΦ40 + (B + C)B20, (A17)

Ω+z = 2AΦ22 +
1

2
(B − C)B02, (A18)

Ω−z = 2AΦ22 +
1

2
(B + C)B02, (A19)

Ω+− = 16AΦ40 + 4BB20, (A20)

where A = ℏq
d4m2(Ω2

c−2Ω2
z)
, B = ℏq2B0

d2m3(Ω2
c−2Ω2

z)
, and C =

ℏq
d2m2

√
Ω2

c−2Ω2
z

. The first line in Eq. (A11) yields DC

motional frequency shifts, the second line contains self-
interaction terms (Duffing non-linearities), and finally,
the last two lines gives us the coupling terms between all
eigenmodes (dephasing terms) that are relevant in the
context of decoherence. Note that the symmetry between
the cyclotron and magnetron modes has been broken due
to the first term in Eq. (A7).
The dephasing terms in Eq. (A11) have the form

ℏΩij n̂in̂j where i = z,+,− and i ̸= j. The physical
effect of such an interaction is the dephasing of energy
in the mode i into the mode j and dissipating if mode j
decays faster than mode i. The corresponding dephasing
rate is given by (see Eq. (A28)),

δγj
i =

Ω2
ij

2
S̄njnj

[Ωi], (A21)

where S̄njnj is the symmetrized spectral density of the
number operator of the mode that decays quicker. Out of
the three motions, the cyclotron mode is the most efficient
decay channel, and the magnetron mode has the longest
lifetime (i.e. least efficient coupling to the environment).
Since it is safe to assume that Ω+ ≫ Ωz ≫ Ω− ≫ Ωij for
all i and j, we can treat the cyclotron mode as a free har-
monic oscillator, damped only by Larmor radiation, and
the axial mode as subject to a unidirectional dephasing
into the cyclotron mode only. We thus consider primarily
the dephasing rate of z due to the cylotron mode num-

ber operator n̂+ = â†+â+. As in Eq. (A38), the number
fluctuations of the cyclotron mode are given by,

S̄n+n+
[Ω > 0] = 2n+(n+ + 1)

γ+
γ2
+ + (Ω− 2Ω+)2

, (A22)

where n+ is the occupation number of the cyclotron mode
that can be identified with the Bose occupation num-
ber at the cyclotron frequency, nth[Ω+]. This yields the
dominant dephasing rate of the axial mode

δγz = δγ+
z = nth[Ω+](nth[Ω+] + 1)

γ+Ω
2
+z

γ2
+ + (Ωz − 2Ω+)2

≈ γ+

(
nth[Ω+]

Ω+z

2Ω+

)2

,

(A23)

where the last line is valid if nth[Ω+] ≪ 1 and is using the
fact that the cyclotron motion has a high quality factor
(i.e. Ω+ ≫ γ+) even when radiatively damped at the
Larmor rate. Equation (A23) thus provides an additional
axial damping term.

In light of the trap requirements presented in the main
text, we consider a range of submillimeter-scale Penning
traps such that Ωz/2π ≳ 1 GHz, ranging from d = 0.5
mm (Ωz/2π ≈ 0.6 GHz) to d = 50 µm (Ωz/2π ≈ 6 GHz),
all driven by V0 = 19 V and B0 = 0.5 T as in the main
text. We find that for fractional non-idealities Φ22/V0 and
B02/B0 in the interval 0.0−1.0 (1.0 meaning that the first
order correction is basically the same order of magnitude
as the baseline voltage/magnetic field, which is very bad
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already), the fractional dephasing rate ranges from 10−20

to 10−10. Hence, dephasing due to trap non-idealities
plays a very negligible part in the overall damping rate
γz. This effect becomes even less relevant when we take
into account the fact that resistive damping due to the
antenna, followed by dynamical backaction damping, is
generally going to be the dominant damping mechanism,
far more important than Larmor damping considered here
as a benchmark. Note that, for the sake of simplicity,
Φ22/V0 = B02/B0 is assumed, but lifting this constraint
does not appreciably change the main result.

Dephasing rate in the Fock basis

In this section, we derive the dephasing rate of a multi-
level, multi-mode harmonic oscillator system subject to
a Hamiltonian term Ĥ ′ = ℏΩij n̂in̂j , where i ̸= j refer to
two different modes of the harmonic oscillator.
Consider a state in the Fock basis |Ψ⟩ =

∑
nj

cnj
|nj⟩.

Unitary evolution dictates

|Ψ(t)⟩ = Û |Ψ⟩ = e−
i
ℏ Ĥ′t |Ψ⟩ = e−iΩij n̂in̂jt

∑
nj

cnj |nj⟩ .

(A24)
The number operator may be separated into its constant
part and the fluctuating part, i.e. n̂i = n̄i + δn̂i. It is the
fluctuating part which induces phase fluctuations to the
evolution of n̂j . Hence,

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
nj

cnje
−iΩijδn̂injt |nj⟩ . (A25)

The evolution prefactor is a stochastic process that causes
dephasing of |Ψ⟩. Consider its time-evolved density ma-
trix

ρ̂ = ⟨|Ψ(t)⟩ ⟨Ψ(t)|⟩ =
∑
nj

∑
mj

⟨e−iΩijδn̂i(nj−mj)t⟩ |nj⟩ ⟨mj | .

(A26)
We can see that the off-diagonal elements of Eq. (A26)
depend on the time-average of the exponential factor. We
may thus identify the dephasing rate δγj

i of mode i due
to mode j as the time-averaged phase fluctuations with
the slowest timescale, i.e.

e−δγj
i t ≡ ⟨e−iΩijδn̂it⟩ = ⟨e−iϕt⟩. (A27)

Following the same procedure as [76], we assume that the
coupling is weak and hence that the phase fluctuations can
be regarded statistically independent and Gaussian dis-
tributed. From this follows the definition of the dephasing
rate δγj

i as

e−δγj
i t = e−

Ω2
ij
2 S̄nini

[Ω]t → δγj
i =

Ω2
ij

2
S̄nini

[Ω], (A28)

where S̄nini
is the symmetrized spectral density of the

number operator fluctuations of the dephasing mode.

Spectral density of the mode number operator

Consider the dephasing that follows from Eq. (A11)
and again assume that the cyclotron mode decays much
faster than the rate of energy exchange between all three
modes (as Ω+ ≫ Ωz ≫ Ω− ≫ Ωij for all i and j). Under
such circumstances, the cyclotron mode may be treated
as a free harmonic oscillator, damped only by Larmor
radiation. The axial mode may then be considered as
subject to a unidirectional dephasing into the cyclotron
mode only. The magnetron mode, having the longest
unperturbed lifetime, is then subject to a unidirectional
dephasing into both the axial and the cylotron modes. We
may thus write down the following equations of motion

˙̂a+ =
(
−iΩ+ − γ+

2

)
â+ +

√
γ+f̂+, (A29)

˙̂az =
(
−i(Ωz +Ω+zn̂+)−

γz
2

)
âz +

√
γz f̂z, (A30)

˙̂a− =
(
−i(Ω− +Ω−zn̂z +Ω+−n̂+)−

γ−
2

)
â− +

√
γ−f̂−,

(A31)

where f̂i for i = +,−, z are thermal bath operators corre-
sponding to the three motional eigenmodes.

In Eq. (A30), we see that the dephasing term, iΩ+zn̂+,
is only dependent on the cyclotron motion. Thus, to
calculate the dephasing rate of the axial mode, we need
to calculate the spectral density of the cyclotron number
operator, S̄n+n+

(Eq. (A28)). From the Wiener-Khinchine
theorem,

Sn+n+
[Ω] =

∫ ∞

−∞
⟨â†+(t)â+(t)â

†
+(0)â+(0)⟩e−iΩtdt

= F [⟨â†+(t)â+(t)â
†
+(0)â+(0)⟩],

(A32)

where F denotes Fourier transform. This equation can
be simplified by applying Wick’s theorem as follows

Sn+n+ [Ω] = F [⟨â†+(t)â+(t)⟩⟨â
†
+(0)â+(0)⟩]

+ F [⟨â†+(t)â+(0)⟩⟨â+(t)â
†
+(0)⟩]

= F [⟨â†+(0)â+(0)⟩2] + Sa†
+a+

⋆ Sa+a†
+
.

(A33)

The second term of the second equality follows by the
convolution theorem. The first term is proportional to
n2
+F [1] ∝ δ[Ω]. Since we are ultimately interested only in

the positive frequencies of the spectral density, this term
does not contribute. From Eq. (A29), we have that

Sa†
+a+

[Ω] = |χ+[Ω]|2Sf†
+f+

(A34)

and

Sa+a†
+
[Ω] = |χ+[Ω]|2Sf+f†

+
(A35)

with

χ+[Ω] =

√
γ+

−i(Ω− Ω+) +
γ+

2

. (A36)
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We also have for a thermal bath at temperature T that
Sf†

+f+
= n+ = Sf+f†

+
− 1. Convolving the two spectral

densities as

S̄n+n+ [Ω > 0] = n+(n++1)

∫
|χ+[Ω

′]|2|χ+[Ω−Ω′]|2 dΩ
′

2π
(A37)

we obtain

S̄n+n+ [Ω > 0] = 2n+(n+ + 1)
γ+

γ2
+ + (Ω− 2Ω+)2

(A38)

as used in Eq. (A22).

APPENDIX B: ELECTRIC FIELD NOISE MODEL

In a Penning trap, the static electric field used to trap
the particle is created using an assembly of electrodes,
each of which are typically deposited on a dielectric sub-
strate. Fluctuations of this electric field cause motional
heating which leads to decoherence of the trapped parti-
cle’s motional state. Motional heating is studied exten-
sively among the ion trap community (e.g. [77]), however,
most electric field noise measurements to-date come from
experiments in Paul traps, rather than Penning traps (the
only measurements of Penning trap heating rates that we
are aware of are [31, 52] for single ions; [53, 54] for ion
crystals).
It has recently been shown that the measured electric

field noise agrees well with the noise expected due to
the imaginary (loss) part of the dielectric constant of
the surrounding dielectric material abundant in many
Paul traps [78]. In light of this recent result, we suspect
that the dominant electric field noise mechanism in Paul
traps, i.e. the dielectric loss, is suppressed in Penning
traps which typically provide minimum exposure of the
trapped particle to dielectric surfaces. We therefore expect
that the electric field force noise in our setup comes in
two forms: Ohmic/Johnson losses in the conductor, and
losses due to dielectric thin films on the exposed electrode
surfaces. Both of these noise sources are well modelled
in [55] (and [79]), and we cite their results in this section.
Note that these authors considered a single charge above
a flat metal surface, but in our case, we are concerned
with a charge inside a cylindrical trap. Here we apply
their results directly as an estimate of the electric-field
noise.
We model the Johnson force noise of the metal elec-

trodes as

S̄J
FF [Ω](tm > δ) ≈ 3q2

{
kBTρ

2πz2δ[Ω] if z > δ,
kBTρ
2πz3 if z < δ,

(B1)

S̄J
FF [Ω](tm < δ) ≈ 3q2

{
kBTρ
2πz2tm

if z > tm,
kBTρ
2πz3 if z < tm,

(B2)

where we distinguish the cases of the metal thickness tm
being larger or smaller than the skin depth of the metal

δ. Here, we have added a factor of 3 with respect to the
result in [55] as inside the trap, the axial force comes
from the perpendicular noise from two endcap electrodes
and the parallel noise from the ring electrode (and the
parallel field noise is half the perpendicular noise [55]).
Additionally, ρ here is the resistivity of the metal and
z is the distance of the charged particle from the metal
surfaces of both endcap electrodes.

In a similar way, we model the noise due to a thin
dielectric layer on the electrode as follows [55]

S̄D
FF [Ω] = 3q2

3

4π

tan θ

ϵ(1 + tan2 θ)

kBTtd
Ωz4

. (B3)

Again, the factor of 3 is incorporated for the same reason
as in the Johnson noise case. Here, tan θ and ϵ are the loss
tangent and the permittivity of the dielectric material,
respectively, and td is the thickness of the dielectric layer.

Note that the spectrum of the Johnson noise is not
always white. The skin depth generally gets smaller for
higher probe frequencies (but still well below the plasma
frequency), which makes the noise spectrum an increasing
function of the frequency once the skin depth is smaller
than both the thickness of the metal and the distance
to the trapped particle. This increasing trend breaks
down at higher frequencies where the model is no longer
valid [55]. While increasing the thickness of the electrode
suppresses the Johnson noise acting on the particle, it
also decreases the cutoff frequency above which the noise
begins to grow.

APPENDIX C: BARKHAUSEN NOISE MODEL

The axial magnetic field required for Penning traps can
generally be produced in two ways, namely using super-
conducting coils, and permanent magnets, both of which
generate magnetic field fluctuations. In the case of super-
conducting coils, the fluctuations of the input current will
manifest as fluctuations in the generated magnetic field.
In the latter case, the spin domains that make up all per-
manent magnets will be subject to thermal fluctuations
from the environment, which can cause individual spins
or whole spin domains to rotate or flip. This stochastic
rotations of spins/spin domains in a permanent magnet
is known as the Barkhausen effect [56]. In this analysis
we focus on magnetic field noise of the Barkhausen ori-
gin, as the use of permanent magnets allows for more
compact and mechanically stable setups that minimize
misalignments between the trap and the magnetic field
source.

The simplest description of permanent magnets to ze-
roth order is given by the Weiss mean field theory (MFT).
By definition, the MFT smooths over any variance in
magnetisation, and so it is not possible to obtain any pre-
diction from the MFT directly. However, we may derive
the lowest order perturbation around the MFT by using
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the MFT theory Hamiltonian

HMFT =− 1

2

∑
<i,j>

Jsi · sj + gsµBB ·
∑
i

si

=
∑
i

gsµB⟨Beff⟩ · si,
(C1)

where Jz = 4kBTc and ⟨Beff⟩ = B − 4kBTc

gsµB
⟨s⟩, and ex-

panding the spin vector as si = ⟨s⟩+ δsi. Note that we
have dropped the index on the mean spin, as the MFT
imposes that all sites have the same mean spin. This
yields the correction Hamiltonian

δHMFT =
∑
i

gsµB⟨Beff⟩ · δsi. (C2)

As an upper bound on the magnetisation fluctuations
we expect experimentally, we consider the spins to be
constrained to only one dimension. The change in spin
can therefore be ± 1

2 . The variance in magnetisation is
related to the magnetic susceptibility as

χm = µ0 lim
B→0

∂M

∂B
=

µ0V

kBT
Var(M) (C3)

where magnetisation is defined as ⟨M⟩ = − gsµB

V ⟨s⟩. In
this definition, gsµB is the magnetic moment of the unit
cell of the magnetic material and V is the unit cell volume.
Using the usual thermodynamic relations

V ar(M) ≡ ⟨M2⟩ − ⟨M⟩2 = −kBTV
−2 lim

B→0

(
∂2F

∂B2

)
T

(C4)
we arrive at the following equation for the fluctuations
around the mean magnetisation

Var(M) =
(gsµB

2V

)2 1

Tc

T + cosh2
(

2V ⟨M⟩
gsµB

Tc

T

) (C5)

Equation (C5) thus represents the variance in the mag-
netisation that is driven by thermally induced spin flips.
In order to obtain the frequency distribution of the

variance in magnetisation, we write down the most general
equation of motion for the magnetization,

Ṁ = −αM− λM×H− µM× (M×H), (C6)

where α, λ, and µ are time independent constants, and
H is the external magnetic field. This equation holds
because we have expanded the vector Ṁ in terms of three
linearly independent vectors in 3D.

Equation (C6) can be related to existing models of mag-
netization evolution, namely the Landay-Lifshitz model
and the Gilbert model. The Landau-Lifshitz model phe-
nomenologically assumes that α = 0 and µ = λ = λL,

Ṁ = −λLM×H− λLM× (M×H). (C7)

This implies that the magnetization magnitude, M = |B|,
is a constant of motion,

d(M2)

dt
=

d

dt
(M ·M) =

1

2
M · Ṁ = 0. (C8)

In the Gilbert model, the equation of motion reads

Ṁ = −λGM×H− λGηM× Ṁ. (C9)

Substituting the LHS of Eq. (C9) into the Ṁ on the RHS
of the same equation, we show that

Ṁ = −λGM×H

− λGηM×
(
−λGM×H− λGηM× Ṁ

)
= −λGM×H+ λ2

GηM×M×H

+ (λGη)
2
(
(M · Ṁ)M−M2Ṁ

)
= −λGM×H+ λ2

GηM×M×H− (λGηM)2Ṁ

(C10)

Hence,

Ṁ =−
(

λG

1 + (λGηM)2

)
M×H

−
(

−λ2
Gη

1 + (λGηM)2

)
M× (M×H),

(C11)

which is consistent with the Landau-Lifshitz model in
Eq. (C7) and the prediction that the magnetization is
a constant of motion under the influence of an external
magnetic field.

In order to model any fluctuation-dissipation dynamics,
we need to extend these models by regarding α ̸= 0, since
we know from experiments that it is possible to impul-
sively excite the magnetization and observe its damped
relaxation (i.e. Barkhausen effect). Hence,

d(M2)

dt
= −α

2
M2. (C12)

Here, the sign of α determines the magnetization at long
times. Since the magnetization has to be finite, α can-
not be negative. If α > 0, Eq. (C12) suggests that the
magnet is demagnetized eventually, in contradiction with
what one expects in thermal equilibrium below the Curie
temperature.

The remedy to this apparent contradiction is a stochas-
tic Langevin force, N,

Ṁ = −αM− λM×H− µM× (M×H) +N. (C13)

In the case of zero external field, Eq. (C13) simplifies to

Ṁ = −αM+N, (C14)

where α can be now interpreted as a decay constant
associated with magnetisation relaxation. In terms of the
symmetrized spectral densities

S̄MM [Ω] =
S̄NN [Ω]

Ω2 + α2
. (C15)
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We can now express S̄NN by Fourier transforming
Eq. (C14) and integrating over the corresponding spectral
density Var(M) ≡

∫
S̄MM

dΩ
2π . We obtain

S̄NN [Ω] =
Var(M)∫∞

−∞
1

Ω2+α2
dΩ
2π

= 2αVar(M). (C16)

Hence, the magnetisation spectral density we expect for
a 1D ferromagnetic spin system is

S̄MM [Ω] =
2α

Ω2 + α2

(gsµB

2V

)2 1

Tc

T + cosh2
(

2V ⟨M⟩
gsµB

Tc

T

) .
(C17)

Since not much is known about the Barkhausen effect
in hard magnets, our model can only serve as an estimate
at best. In order to get the upper bound on the magneti-
sation fluctuations we expect, we set ⟨M⟩ = 0 according
to Eq. (C17). Hence, the radial magnetic field noise due
to thermal fluctuations in the permanent magnet mag-
netisation is given by

S̄Bh,ρ
BB [Ω] =µ2

0S̄
ρ
MM [Ω]

=
(gsµ0µB

2V

)2 2α

Ω2 + α2

T

T + Tc
.

(C18)

The parameters that encode the material properties of
the permanent magnet are the spin g-factor gs, the unit
cell volume V , and the critical temperature Tc.

We now need to relate the radial magnetic field fluctu-
ations to the axial magnetic force scting on the trapped
electron. Assuming no angular magnetic field fluctuations
due to the symmetry of the setup, the axial Lorentz force
can be written as

FB
z = qvθBρ = qΩρBρ, (C19)

where Ω and ρ correspond to the angular velocity and the
radial coordinate of the trapped particle trajectory (which
is itself fluctuating). Since the mean radial magnetic field
is zero, Bρ = δBρ and we may write down the following
relation for the axial magnetic force fluctuations

δFB
z = qΩ̄ρ̄δBρ. (C20)

Transducing the magnetic field fluctuations to a force
noise thus boils down to calculating the mean radial
coordinate, ρ̄, and the mean angular velocity, Ω̄ for the
particle trajectory.

Using the transformations outlined in [75], we can write
ρ̄ and Ω̄ in terms of the number operators corresponding to
the three harmonic motions of the particle. Note that we

use ρ ≡
√
x2 + y2 = ρ̄+δρ and Ω ≡ dθ

dt = d
dt arctan y/x =

Ω̄ + δΩ. This trivial calculation yields

ρ̄ =

√
2ℏ
mωl

(1 + n̄+ + n̄−) (C21)

and

Ω̄ =
ℏ
m

1

ρ̄2
(n̄+ − n̄−). (C22)

Using Eqs. (C18), (C21) and (C22) and dropping the
superscript ρ, we can now write down the axial force noise
spectral density that we expect based on the spectral
density of the radial magnetic field fluctuations as

S̄Bh
FF [Ω] = |qΩ̄ρ̄|2S̄Bh

BB [Ω]

=
∣∣qΩ̄ρ̄∣∣2 (gsµ0µB

2V

)2 2α

Ω2 + α2

T

T + Tc
.

(C23)

APPENDIX D: TWO-LEVEL SYSTEM (TLS)
NOISE MODEL

Two-level systems (TLS) are a class of dissipating sys-
tems in amorphous materials [64–66], especially prevalent
in superconducting qubit research [67, 68]. They can be
modelled as a particle in a double potential well, where
the two spatial states correspond to the two potential
minima, and tunnelling between the two eigenstates is
allowed. If the TLS system is charged, its tunnelling
properties create a dipole moment that interacts with an
external electric field. Therefore, amorphous materials
that exhibit TLS behaviour essentially form a bath of
two-level oscillators that can couple to the electric field
and thus dissipate energy into uncontrolled degrees of
freedom.

We model the intracavity electric field fluctuations due
to the TLSs via the TLS loss tangent, tan δTLS, as de-
scribed by Enss and Hunklinger [69]. To link the loss
tangent of the TLS material to the spectral density of
the electric field fluctuations, we apply the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem [26]. We assume a dipole coupling
pTLS ·Ek between the collection of TLS dipole moments
pTLS and the intracavity microwave field Ek. We make
two assumptions: the material is a linear, homogeneous
and isotropic medium, and we only consider the 1D ver-
sion of this problem. Hence,

pTLS =

∫
VTLS

PdV = ϵ0(ϵr − 1)

∫
VTLS

EkdV, (D1)

where P is the polarisation within the TLS medium, ϵr−1
is the electric susceptibility (commonly labelled as χr; we
do not employ this notation so as not to confuse it with
the susceptibility relevant for the fluctuation-dissipation
theorem), and the integrals are over the volume of the
TLS material. Inside the cavity, the electric field can be
relabelled as

Ek(x, t) → ϕ(x)Ek(t), (D2)

where the spatial mode part is defined such that∫
ϕ(x)d3x = 1 (the integral is over all space), and Ek(t) is

the time-dependent electric field whose fluctuations we’re
interested in. We can thus use Eqs. (D1) and (D2) to
derive the susceptibility

χTLS
pp = ϵ0(ϵr − 1)

∫
VTLS

ϕ(x)d3x. (D3)
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Furthermore, we can rewrite the relative permittivity in
terms of the loss angle, defined as ϵr → ϵr(1 + i tan δTLS).
The fluctuation-dissipation theorem [26] thus reads

S̄TLS
EE [Ω] =

2kBT

Ω
Im

[
χTLS,−1
pp [Ω]

]
=

2kBT

Ω

1

ϵ0ϵrβ

− tan δTLS

(1− ϵ−1
r )2 + tan2 δTLS

,
(D4)

where β ≡
∫
VTLS

ϕ(x)d3x is the spatial overlap between

the TLS volume and the electric field mode function ϕ(x)
(if the linear dimensions of the TLS volume are much
smaller than the electric field wavelength then this just
becomes the total TLS volume). The intracavity field
fluctuations are thus determined by the TLS loss angle.

The TLS loss angle is derived by Enss and Hunklinger
[69] who consider two processes in amorphous solids with
TLSs that contribute to dissipation: resonant absorption
and relaxation absorption. The respective loss tangents
are given by [69]

tan δresTLS =
P0p

2π

3ϵ0ϵr
tanh

ℏΩ
2ksBT

, (D5)

and

tan δrelTLS =
P0p

2

ϵ0ϵr

∫ t0

τmin

√
1− τmin

τ

Ω

1 + (Ωτ)2
dτ, (D6)

where τmin = (AT 3)−1, and t0 is the timescale of the
experiment. TLSs are found to have universal distri-
bution with the relevant parameters given by P0 =
4.35×1031ergs−1cm−3 [65] and A = 108s−1K−3 [69]. The
total loss tangent is then the sum of the resonant and
relaxation loss tangents,

tan δTLS = tan δresTLS + tan δrelTLS. (D7)

The parameters p (electric dipole moment of the TLSs)
and ϵr can be found in the literature for a variety of TLS
host materials.

These intracavity electric field fluctuations are con-
verted to an effective force noise on the electron via the
coupling constant,

S̄TLS
FF [Ω] =

∣∣∣∣ℏ G

Ezp,k

∣∣∣∣2 S̄TLS
EE [Ω]

= ℏ2G2 2kBT

Ezp,kΩ
1

ϵ0ϵrβ

− tan δTLS

(1− ϵ−1
r )2 + tan2 δTLS

,

(D8)

as used in the main text.
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