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We develop an analytical framework for self-stabilizing optical manipulation of freestanding meta-
surfaces in three dimensions. Our framework reveals that the challenging problem of stabilization
against translational and rotational perturbations in three dimensions is reduced to a simpler scat-
tering analysis of the metasurface unit cell in two dimensions. We derive universal analytical stiffness
coefficients applicable to arbitrary three-dimensional radial metasurfaces and radial beam intensity
profiles. The analytical nature of our framework facilitates highly efficient discovery of optimal op-
tomechanical metasurfaces. Such use of metasurfaces for mechanical stabilization enables macroscale
and long-range control in collimated, but otherwise unfocused light beams, and could open up new
avenues for manipulation beyond traditional optical tweezing and transport.

I. INTRODUCTION

The use of light for contactless mechanical manipu-
lation of freestanding objects spans a wide and diverse
set of applications across biology and biomedicine [1–
3], colloidal science [4–6] and microfluidics [7–9], as well
as chemistry [10–12], and quantum optomechanics [13–
18]. In typical approaches to optical manipulation—such
as optical tweezing and transport [19–24]—particles and
small objects are trapped by strong optical field gradients
created by focusing light into a target spot. This need
for focused light can limit the size of objects that can be
manipulated, as well as the volume of space and the dis-
tance at which manipulation is effective. In contrast, ma-
nipulation with collimated, unfocused beams could over-
come these limitations but is inherently unstable: a slight
disturbance of an object away from the beam axis re-
sults in destabilizing radiation pressure. Efforts to tackle
the problem of stabilizing freestanding objects have re-
lied on prescribing a particular geometric shape, such
as a parabolic [25] or spherical [26], with the intention
of inducing counter-balancing optical forces and torques.
Such approaches introduce further challenges of fabricat-
ing structures with precise three-dimensional shape. In
contrast, nanostructured interfaces offer a means of con-
trolling the optical force [27–32], leading to concepts of
passively restoring optical manipulation [33–37]. How-
ever, examples in the literature have been limited to sub-
optimal photonic designs, restrictions to two-dimensional
models, and the need for additional parasitic tethered
masses to offset the center of mass for stability. Cru-
cially, there has been no approach to analytically assess
self-stability of nanostructured objects and their dynam-
ics in three dimensions.

In this work, we develop a general optomechanical sta-
bilization framework that is analytical and applicable for
dynamics in three dimensions, and that further facilitates
discovery of non-conventional but optimal metasurfaces.
We use symmetry and perturbation calculus to demon-
strate that the challenging problem of stability in three
dimensions can be formulated as a much simpler scatter-
ing analysis of the metasurface unit cell in two dimen-
sions in equilibrium. We establish universal expressions

for analytical stiffness coefficients, applicable to arbitrary
radial metasurface elements and radial beam intensity
profiles. Due to its analytical nature, our framework fa-
cilitates efficient global exploration of optimal metasur-
faces and also beam intensity profiles, subject to condi-
tions for stabilization in three dimensions. As we show by
example, a number of relevant design figures of merit—
e.g., maximizing force/torque, stiffness, beam power uti-
lization, etc.—can be incorporated in a straightforward
manner for effective optimization and refinement over a
broad parameter space.

II. METHODS AND RESULTS

A. Analytical formalism for metasurface
self-stability

We consider a configuration for optomechanical manip-
ulation where a beam impinges on a planar, freestanding
three-dimensional object with a structured surface and
size much larger than wavelength of light (Fig. 1). The
surface of the object contains embedded, radially vary-
ing building-block elements that induce longitudinal and
radial radiation pressure (Fig. 1, right inset). Our ap-
proach is general in that we make no assumptions about
the photonic nature of these elements: for example, these
could be unit cells of phase gradient metasurfaces [38–46],
periodic Bloch-wave meta-gratings and photonic crystals
[47, 48], metasurfaces based on anisotropic Mie scatterers
[49, 50], or even a combination of two or more photonic
motifs. In the frame of the metasurface, the imping-
ing laser beam induces the spatially dependent radiation
pressure components ps,n at each point on the surface.
Depending on the position and the orientation of the ob-
ject, it will experience a cumulative sum of forces and
torques induced by its subelements. Specifically, the net
force on the object, transformed into the inertial frame
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FIG. 1. Optomechanical stabilization of freestanding objects
with a nanostructured metasurface (inset: cross-sectional
view). Embedded, radially varying, building block elements

can generate passively restoring optical forces ~F when the
metasurface is displaced from its equilibrium position on the
beam axis. For lateral translations and rotations relative to
the axis of an arbitrary varying beam, the three-dimensional
opto-mechanical response of the object can be fully captured
by the normal (pn) and the radial (ps) radiation pressure com-
ponents in the two-dimensional plane of the unit cell (Eq. (6)).

of the laser beam (frame I), is given byFxFy
Fz

I =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ HI
S (β, θ, φ)

ps0
pn

 I(r⊥) cos(G)s,

(1)

where s, β are the radial coordinate and the axial an-
gle of the unit element, respectively, and D is the overall
length of the metasurface object. In this analysis, we
assume that the size of the object and the spatial varia-
tion of the beam intensity are both much larger than the
metasurface unit cell. For convenience of notation, the
pressure components ps,n are normalized to the (local)
light intensity I and the speed of light c (Appendix A).

The transformation of the force from the metasurface
unit cell frame S to the laser frame I is facilitated by
the direction cosine matrix HI

S(β, θ, φ), where β, θ, φ are
the Euler angles describing the rotation of the object in
three dimensions (Appendix A). In Eq. (1), the beam
intensity I is evaluated at the radial distance r⊥ away
from the beam axis in the I-frame. This is calculated
from the absolute position of the unit element in frame
I—we label this position as r̄. When the center of mass
is laterally offset by distance x and y from the beam axis
(in I-frame), we deduce:

r̄ =

xy
0

+HI
S(β, θ, φ)

s0
0

 (2)

The radial distance in Eq. (1) is then given by r⊥ =√
r̄2x + r̄2y. Analogous to the force expressions, the torque

experienced by the metasurface is given by

τxτy
τz

 =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ

HB
S

s0
0


×

HB
S

ps0
pn

 I(r⊥) cos(G)s (3)

where HB
S is the coordinate transformation from the

unit cell coordinate frame to the body axis coordinate
frame (i.e., it is a rotation by angle β, namely HB

S =
HI
S(β, 0, 0)). In both Eqs. (1, 3), the cos(G) factor ac-

counts for the projected area of the rotated object, i.e.
the cosine of the angle between the incident wavevector

and the object surface normal, namely cos(G) = ~kSi · n̂.
The last transformation that is needed is the expression

for ~kSi , the incident beam wavevector in frame S. This is

given by ~kSi = [ks, kt, kn]S = HS
I
~k0, where in the beam

frame (I-frame) we assume incident light in the z di-

rection, ~k0||ẑ (see Appendix A for details). With these
expressions in place, we can write the projected incident
angle q, from Fig. 1, as q = tan−1(ks/kn). The projected
angle q plays a key role in the stability analysis, as we
show below.

We seek a general analytical framework to describe sta-
bilization for arbitrary metasurfaces and beam profiles.
For the metasurface to be stabilizing, it should seek to
restore its position when displaced from its equilibrium
on the beam axis. In general, the behavior of the meta-
surface is described by the nonlinear rigid-body equa-
tions of motion (Appendix A, Eq. A23). Here, we em-
ploy a perturbative analysis to describe the metasurface
dynamics in the vicinity of the beam axis. Under the
assumption of small displacements and small Euler an-
gles, the translational motion and the rotational motion
are coupled to first order, e.g., ẍ = 1

m
∂Fx
∂x x + 1

m
∂Fx
∂θ θ,

and θ̈ = 1
Iy

∂τy
∂x x + 1

Iy

∂τy
∂θ θ (and similar for other coordi-

nates), where m is the metasurface mass and Iy is the
moment of inertia about the y-axis. The general descrip-
tion of the dynamical system is given in Eq. (A24). For
the purposes of assessing stability, the key information is
provided by the Jacobian matrix of the system J, whose
elements are given by

Jij =
∂fi
∂uj

(4)

where f relates to the forces/torques present in the sys-
tem (Fx, τx, etc.) and u the system variables (x, θ, etc.).
For the system analyzed in this work, the non-zero ele-
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ments of the Jacobian matrix are (Appendix A)

χ1= − 1

m

∂Fx
∂x

= − 1

m

∂Fy
∂y

χ2=
1

m

∂Fx
∂θ

= − 1

m

∂Fy
∂φ

χ3=
1

Iy

∂τy
∂x

= − 1

Ix

∂τx
∂y

(5)

χ4=
1

Ix

∂τx
∂φ

=
1

Iy

∂τy
∂θ

where we explicitly define the stiffness coefficients χ1−4.
For metasurface stabilization, there should be no eigen-
values of the Jacobian matrix with a positive real part.
This condition can be stated as a set of stability con-
ditions ci(χ1, χ2, χ3, χ4) < 0 that are presented in
Eq. (A27). We remark that despite preferential coupling
of x-θ and y-φ in Eqs. (5), expressions for χ1−4 must de-
rive from the full three-dimensional dynamical behavior
of the object: e.g., even when the motion along a sin-
gle axis is considered, both the metasurface and the light
scattered from it need to be treated as three-dimensional
entities.

The first key result of this work is to demonstrate that
the optomechanical response of a complex dynamical sys-
tem of a translating/rotating metasurface in a light field
can be embodied by a simpler subspace of unit cell ra-
diation pressures. Specifically, we develop analytical ex-
pressions for the stiffness coefficients χ1−4 of the system
dependent on the radial ps and longitudinal pn radiation
pressure components of the unit cell, where

χ1 = − π

mc

∫ D/2

0

psI
′(s)s ds (6a)

χ2 =
π

mc

∫ D/2

0

[
−∂ps
∂q

+ 2pn

]
I(s)s ds (6b)

χ3 = − π
Ic

∫ D/2

0

pnI
′(s)s2 ds (6c)

χ4 =
π

Ic

∫ D/2

0

∂pn
∂q

I(s)s2 ds (6d)

evaluated at equilibrium on the beam axis (see Ap-
pendix A for the complete derivation). Here, s, n are
the radial and the normal coordinate of the unit cell,
respectively, and m, I are the mass and the (diagonal)
moment of inertia of the metasurface of size D (with
I = Ix = Iy), and c is the speed of light. The profile
of the laser beam is accounted for by expressions for the
radial beam intensity I(s) and the radial derivative of
intensity I ′(s) = ∂I(s)/∂s. The response of the unit
cell gives rise to the radial ps and the normal pn radia-
tion pressures and derivatives with respect to the angle
q, which is the incident angle of the beam projected onto
unit cell plane (Fig. 1). In Eq. (6), the pressures ps,n and
their derivatives (evaluated at q = 0) are dimensionless,
i.e. normalized per intensity and speed of light. Pres-
sures ps,n are implicitly assumed to vary spatially; when

this is not the case, the stiffness coefficients simplify with
only the beam intensity under the integral (Eq. A30).

As we show below, the analytical expressions of
Eq. (6)a-d become a powerful tool for predicting stabi-
lizing behavior and for discovering optimal metasurface
configurations.

B. Dynamics of conventional metasurfaces

We first consider an interesting question of when can a
planar reflective meta-cone exhibit stabilizing behavior in
a light field. The structure, shown schematically in Fig.
2, is assumed to refract light equivalently to a reflective
surface inclined at an angle α. A simple analysis of the re-
flection off of a tilted surface yields the following expres-
sions for the pressure: ps = − sin(2α), pn = 1 + cos(2α),
and ∂ps/∂q = 1−cos(2α), ∂pn/∂q = − sin(2α), all evalu-
ated at equilibrium (q = 0) (see Appendix B for details).

In addition to lateral stabilization, it is important to
optimally use the incident beam power. Specifically, we
seek to maximize the longitudinal/pushing force relative
to the power of the incident beam. The longitudinal force
Fz is given by

Fz =
2π

c

∫ D/2

0

pnI(s)sds (7)

Figure 2a shows the total longitudinal force as a function
of beam width (w) and cone angle (α), normalized to
F0 = P0/c where P0 = 2π

∫∞
0
I(s)sds is the total beam

power. By inspection, the maximal longitudinal force
is Fz = 2F0: this corresponds to an object both wide
enough to intercept the full beam power and perfectly
specularly reflective to change incident photon momen-
tum from ~k0ẑ to −~k0ẑ. The shaded area in the figure
corresponds to the case where the necessary condition for
stability c1,2,3 < 0 is violated (Eq. A27). For the case of a

Gaussian beam of intensity proportional to e−2r
2/w2

, we
observe no combination of the cone angle and the beam
width that leads to stabilizing dynamics.

An annular incident beam, by contrast, can satisfy the
stability conditions (Figure 2b). For a beam of the in-

tensity proportional to e−2(r−rc)
2/w2

, we notice a region
where stabilization is possible. Interestingly, there ap-
pears a trade-off between small cone angle / large beam
width (i.e. the photon momentum change is greater but
the beam is wider) and large cone angle / small beam
width (i.e. momentum change is smaller but the beam
is more concentrated on the object). Similarly, we ob-
serve a set of candidate solutions near w ∼ 0.2D. The
thin region of candidate configurations that satisfy con-
ditions c1,2,3 is associated with a strong variation and
sudden change of sign of the rotational stiffness coeffi-
cient χ3, when a narrow annular beam is concentrated
on the outer edges of the structure (analyzed in more
detail in the Appendix). For α < 0, we observe no solu-
tions for either the Gaussian or the annular beam case in
Figure 2.
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FIG. 2. Stability analysis of a planar structure that acts as a
reflective meta-cone. (a) Shaded area corresponds to the re-
gion of instability, where the necessary condition for stability
is violated. For a Gaussian beam intensity profile peaked on
axis, no combination of cone angle and beam width can lead
to a stable configuration. (b) In an annular beam, candidate
stability configurations become possible. All dimensions are
normalized to the structure diameter D.

A benefit of choosing the example of a reflective cone
is that it allows us to validate our analytical results
against a numerical ray tracing model. To verify our
analytical expressions, we develop a ray tracing model
in which normally incident light scatters off of an in-
clined reflective surface. The ray-trace model is devel-
oped in the the finite-element-method solver COMSOL
Multiphysics. Figure 3a shows an example of a set of
rays, incident from the bottom, scattering off of a tilted
cone. For easier visualization, only a handful of rays are
shown. In our numerical analysis, we consider ≈ 58, 000
rays to ensure convergence. For each ray, we calculate
the momentum change between the incident and the re-
fracted momentum, which enables us to quantify the ra-
diation pressure force. To compare against the ray-trace
model, we use the previously derived expressions for the
radiation pressure components. Because the model in
Comsol is a 3D cone (and not a cone-mimicking pla-
nar structure), the surface normal and the correspond-
ing projection area factor are modified, namely cos(G) =
[ks, kt, kn] · [− sin(α), 0, cos(α)] = −ks sin(α) + kn cos(α).
Similarly, because the integration is performed along the
cone edge, the limit of radial integration is D/2 cosα.
Figure 3(b,c) shows the comparison between analytical
equations and the ray trace model, when the cone angle
α and/or the cone rotation angle θ is varied. The two
approaches match to within a fraction of < 0.001.

FIG. 3. Validation of the analytical formalism with a nu-
merical ray-tracing model. (a) Ray trace simulation of light
incident on a three-dimensional object. (b) Forces on the cone
as the cone angle α is varied. Positive angle represents an in-
verted cone (apex below the base). The rotation angle θ and
φ were set to 0◦. (c) Forces on the cone as a function of the
rotation angle θ, when the cone angle α is constant. The an-
alytical results and the numerical ray-trace simulations in (b)
and (c) are indicated with solid lines and circles, respectively.

We now turn to the discussion of directing phase-
gradient metasurfaces, a general family of photonic ele-
ments which have attracted significant interest [45]. Typ-
ically used for beam-steering, these structures inherently
alter the momentum of light in a manner that can be
tailored for passively stabilizing optical manipulation. A
phase-gradient axial metasurface comprises an array of
subwavelength elements that together impart a lateral
wave-vector shift kFs = kIs +∂Φ/∂s, where kF , kI are the
refracted and the incident wave vector, respectively, and s
denotes the radial direction. Figure 4a shows a schematic
of such an object where normally incident light is radi-
ally directed at an angle α, namely ∂Φ/∂s = k0 cos(α).
The expressions for the pressures ps(α) and pn(α) are
derived in the Appendix A. For generality, we consider
α ∈ [−π, π] to account for both reflection-mode (α < 0)
and transmission-mode (α > 0) metasurfaces.

For a metasurface with a constant directing angle,
α(s) = α, Fig. 4a shows the net longitudinal force ver-
sus the beam width and the metasurface angle. The
strongest z force is, unsurprisingly, realized for the case
of a narrow beam impinging on a back-reflecting struc-
ture, a configuration that maximizes the momentum
transfer, as indicated in bottom left of Fig. 4a. How-
ever, no configuration in that region—or anywhere else
for a metasurface in reflection mode—could be stable.
The onset of stability candidates is realized when the
metasurface directing angle α becomes large, i.e., for
metasurfaces that predominantly transmit and not re-
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FIG. 4. Stability of a directing metasurface in a Gaussian beam. (a) Shaded region shows instability for constant-angle
metasurface configurations except the case of a transparent-mode structure with α > π/2. In this case, however, the longitudinal
z force is weak. (b) A varying radial phase profile α̃ ≡ α(s) can combine strong optical force of a reflection-mode structure
with stabilizing features of a transmission-mode structure. (c) Enhancement of the longitudinal optical force F α̃z relative to the
case of constant phase profile Fα0

z of the same maximum angle α0. Shaded area corresponds to the region of instability. (d)
Example dynamics for initial perturbation given by θ = φ = 0.1. Here w/D = 0.4, indicated by a dot in the panel (c). Each
panel highlights one coordinate (blue) relative to the three others (shaded gray).

flect light. Though stabilization could become possible
for such transmission-mode metasurfaces, this configura-
tion exhibits weak longitudinal force. This force could be
slightly increased for larger metasurface deflection angles,

though metasurfaces capable of steering light at large an-
gles with high efficiency can be challenging to realize in
practice.

C. Design and optimization of metasurfaces

A more promising approach to efficient stabilization is
to incorporate a radially varying phase profile, so that
the strong optical force of a reflecting structure might be
combined with the stabilizing features of a transparent
structure. In our analysis, we first specify the allow-
able range of metasurface directing angles ±αc, shown
bounded by the two dashed lines in Fig. 4b. For demon-
stration purposes, here we select αc = 3

4π, but we note
that the choice of αc could be dictated by external consid-
erations, including fabrication constraints. We then pro-
ceed to discretize the phase profile over Ns radial steps
(between 0 andD/2), where at each step the directing an-
gle can assume one of Nα values within the ±αc bounds.
This results in a total of (Ns)

Nα combinations. Here, we
note there are multiple ways a metasurface object with
a target profile can be realized in practice [51–54].

Importantly, we show that the analytical nature of our
formalism enables efficient screening of all combinations
to obtain optimal solutions that maximize force, while
satisfying stability conditions. Following this approach,
we obtain the phase profile α̃ which is shown in Fig. 4b
(see Appendix B for details). Closer to the center of mass
of the metasurface (s = 0), we observe non-conventional
variation of phase, trending towards smaller values of α
with stronger longitudinal force. Elsewhere on the meta-
surface, we observe that the scattering response appears
selected to follow the phase profile at the edge of allow-

able αc. In Figure 4c, we quantify the enhancement of
the force F α̃z relative to the maximum force for a constant
directing angle. Notably, we see that greater than double
force (F α̃z /F

αc
z ≈ 2.09) can be realized for beam widths

w ≈ 0.39D, right at the edge of the region of guaranteed
instability (shaded area in Fig. 4c). The enhancement
in the magnitude of the z force remains high even for
broader beams. The design of optomechanical metasur-
faces for a figure of merit other than the longitudinal
force, or over a finer phase profile grid is a straightfor-
ward extension of the presented analysis.

Once the necessary conditions for stabilizing behavior
are satisfied, the dynamics of manipulation can be nu-
merically evolved from the full non-linear equations of
motion (Eq. A23). For the α̃ phase profile, Figure 4d
shows example dynamics of the composite metasurface.
The abscissa corresponds to time, normalized in units of
t0 =

√
mc/I0D where I0 is the peak beam intensity on

the beam axis. The observed dynamics shows strongly
coupled translation and rotation: the structure moves
along all coordinates, but in a restoring manner. Go-
ing beyond this set of initial conditions, as an example
of probing a neighborhood around the equilibrium, we
sampled all combinations of displacement x, y = ±0.01
and tilt φ, θ = ±0.1 and observe bounded dynamics over
the analyzed timescale (103t0). The dynamics shown in
Fig. 4c primarily focuses on lateral stabilization - sta-
bilization relative to the beam axis. However, we note
that our treatment also allows for the variation of the
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beam intensity along the z-axis. In such cases, the dy-
namical behavior of the metasurface would be generally
influenced by the beam’s Rayleigh range.

Additionally, the profile of the beam represents a
(multi-dimensional) degree of freedom that can be har-
nessed for effective optomechanical stabilization, and
which our framework can easily incorporate. Going be-
yond a Gaussian beam incident on a metasurface, we
analyzed a parametrized envelope applied to the Gaus-
sian intensity profile. We emphasize that the presented
formalism lends itself to straightforward calculation of
derivatives of the merit function and stability constraints,
which enables us to employ efficient gradient-based op-
timization to show the potential for a substantial ad-
ditional enhancement (≈ 170%) relative to the case of
Fig. 4b. For the case analyzed in this work, the end
result is a design exhibiting a longitudinal optical force
that is 12.3x superior to previous examples in the liter-
ature [33]. The details of the beam profile analysis are
presented in Appendix B.

III. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have presented an analytical frame-
work for stabilizing manipulation of freestanding pho-
tonic metasurfaces in three dimensions. We derived ana-
lytical expressions for stiffness coefficients that arise from
scattering off of metasurface elements designed to induce
restoring forces and torques. Our investigation shows
how the complex three-dimensional optomechanical re-
sponse is captured by a two-dimensional treatment of
the unit cell scattering. The implications of this reduced
problem dimensionality are twofold. First, the frame-
work is universally applicable to arbitrary embedded el-
ement profiles and/or radial beam variations. Second,
our formalism enables efficient design of optomechanical
metasurfaces as well as light beam configurations—we
show examples of non-conventional phase-gradient pro-
files and beam intensity variations with substantial (e.g.,
order-of-magnitude) improvement in performance. These
results facilitate the discovery of macroscale photonic ob-
jects for stable manipulation in collimated, but other-
wise unfocused light beams. Such use of metasurfaces
for mechanical stabilization could open up new perspec-
tives for manipulation complementary to traditional opti-
cal tweezing, including long-range manipulation and ma-
nipulation of macroscopic objects, with potential for ter-
restrial and space applications [55–62].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank O. Miller for helpful feedback and acknowl-
edge discussions with colleagues from the Breakthrough
Starshot Lightsail Initiative. We acknowledge the sup-
port from the Minnesota Robotics Institute (MnRI) and
acknowledge the Minnesota Supercomputing Institute

(MSI) at the University of Minnesota for providing re-
sources that contributed to the research results reported
in this paper.

*Email: ilic@umn.edu

Appendix A: Derivation of the Analytical Formalism
for 3D Metasurface Stabilization

We consider three reference frames of interest: the
laser/lab frame (I), the frame of the object / body frame
(B), and the frame of the embedded unit element (S)–
rotated about z′′ axis relative to frame B. Transfor-
mation between the laser frame and the body frame is
performed using the 1-2-3 (also known as x-y′-z′′) Euler
angle convention of rotations. The direction cosine ma-
trix that transforms a vector from I-frame to S-frame is
given by

HS
I (β, θ, φ) =

 cosβ cos θ cosβ sin θ sinφ+ sinβ cosφ
− sinβ cos θ − sinβ sin θ sinφ+ cosβ cosφ

sin θ − cos θ sinφ

− cosβ sin θ cosφ+ sinβ sinφ
sinβ sin θ cosφ+ cosβ sinφ

cos θ cosφ


(A1)

The inverse transformation matrix is, by definition, equal
to the transpose

HI
S =

(
HS
I

)T
(A2)

In the lab frame, the wave-vector of incident light is given

by ~k0 = [0, 0, 1]. Transforming to the S frame, it follows
that

~kSi = HS
I
~k0 =

kskt
kn

 =

− cosβ sin θ cosφ+ sinβ sinφ
sinβ sin θ cosφ+ cosβ sinφ

cos θ cosφ


(A3)

where the incident wavevector components ks, kt, kn (in
the S frame) are defined above. The laser beam interacts
with the unit cell in the s-n plane. The projected incident
angle q, from Fig. 1 of the manuscript, is then defined as

tan q =
ks
kn

(A4)

We also note that the wavevector magnitude in the s-n
plane is equal to ksn =

√
k2s + k2n ≤ |k0|. For a ro-

tated object, we need to take into account the projected
area, captured by the cosine of the angle between the
surface normal and the incident wavevector cos(G). Note
that, to first order, ∂ cos(G))/∂θ = ∂ cos(G)/∂φ = 0, and
cos(G) = 1 in equilibrium.

For analyzing the dynamical nature of motion in the
close vicinity of the beam axis, small angles are consid-
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ered. Under this assumption, the direction cosine trans-
formation matrix becomes

HS
I (β, θ, φ) =

 cos(β) sin(β) − cos(β)θ + sin(β)φ
− sin(β) cos(β) sin(β)θ + cos(β)φ

θ −φ 1


(A5)

For small displacements x, y � D away from the beam
axis, Eq. (2) can be approximated

r̄ =

 x+ s cosβ
y + s sinβ

s(−θ cosβ + φ sinβ)

 (A6)

where the distance to the axis r2⊥ ≈ (x+ s cosβ)2 + (y+
s sinβ)2. Retaining terms up to and including the first
order, we further write

r⊥ ≈ s
√

1 +
2 cosβ

s
x+

2 sinβ

s
y ≈ s+ cosβx+ sinβy

(A7)
For small rotations, it is similarly true that q � 1, so
from Eq.(A4), we have:

q = −θ cosβ + φ sinβ (A8)

We now proceed to evaluate the force and torque terms
associated with small perturbations around the equilib-
rium position on the beam axis. For example,

∂

∂x

FxFy
Fz

I =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ

ps cosβ
ps sinβ
pn

 ∂I(r⊥)

∂x
s (A9)

where we recognize that

∂I(r⊥)

∂x
=
∂I(r⊥)

∂r⊥

∂r⊥
∂x

=
∂I(s)

∂s
cosβ = I ′ cosβ (A10)

using the shorthand I ′(s) = ∂I(s)/∂s. Similarly, we have

∂I(r⊥)

∂y
=
∂I(r⊥)

∂r⊥

∂r⊥
∂y

=
∂I(s)

∂s
sinβ = I ′ sinβ (A11)

Substituting back, we finally obtain

∂Fx
∂x

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds ps I
′(s) s

∂Fy
∂x

= 0

∂Fz
∂x

= 0 (A12)

where we utilized the following identities
∫ 2π

0
dβ cos2 β =

π, and
∫ 2π

0
dβ cosβ sinβ = 0,

∫ 2π

0
dβ cosβ = 0.

In a similar fashion, for displacement along the y co-
ordinate, we obtain

∂Fx
∂y

= 0

∂Fy
∂y

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds ps I
′(s) s

∂Fz
∂y

= 0 (A13)

An equivalent analysis for the torques gives the follow-
ing relationships

∂

∂x

τxτy
τz

 =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ

 s sinβ pn
−s cosβ pn

0

 ∂

∂x
I(r⊥)s

(A14)

yielding

∂τy
∂x

= −π
∫ D/2

0

ds pn I
′(s) s2

∂τx
∂y

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds pn I
′(s) s2

∂τx
∂x

= 0

∂τy
∂y

= 0 (A15)

Examining small angular displacements θ, φ in a simi-
lar fashion, it is obtained

∂

∂θ

FxFy
Fz

 =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ
∂

∂θ
I(s)s (A16)

·

 ps cosβ + pnθ
ps sinβ − pnφ

ps(−θ cosβ + φ sinβ) + pn


(A17)

further, to first order this simplifies to

∂

∂θ

FxFy
Fz

 =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ

 ∂ps
∂θ cosβ + pn
∂ps
∂θ sinβ

−ps cosβ + ∂pn
∂θ

 I(s)s

(A18)

We note that from Eq. (A8)

∂ps
∂θ

=
∂ps
∂q

∂q

∂θ
=
∂ps
∂q

(− cosβ) (A19)

leading to

∂

∂θ

FxFy
Fz

 =

∫ D
2

0

ds

∫ 2π

0

dβ

 −∂ps∂q cos2 β + pn

−∂ps∂q cosβ sinβ

−ps cosβ − ∂pn
∂q cosβ

 I(s)s

(A20)



8

After integrating over dβ, the only non-zero term that
remains is:

∂Fx
∂θ

= π

∫ D
2

0

ds

(
−∂ps
∂q

+ 2pn

)
I(s)s (A21)

Other force/torque gradients are derived in the equiv-
alent manner. We summarize below:

∂Fx
∂x

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds ps(s)I
′(s)s

∂τx
∂y

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds pn(s)I ′(s)s2

∂Fx
∂θ

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds

[
−∂ps(s)

∂q
+ 2pn(s)

]
I(s)s

∂Fy
∂φ

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds

[
∂ps(s)

∂q
− 2pn(s)

]
I(s)s

∂τx
∂φ

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds
∂pn(s)

∂q
I(s)s2

∂τy
∂θ

= π

∫ D/2

0

ds
∂pn(s)

∂q
I(s)s2

∂τx
∂φ

=
∂τy
∂θ

∂Fx
∂θ

= −∂Fy
∂φ

(A22)

∂Fy
∂y

=
∂Fx
∂x

∂τy
∂x

= −∂τx
∂y

where the normalized pressure components (generally
spatially dependent) ps(s) and pn(s) are evaluated at
equilibrium (q = 0).

1. Dynamical Behavior of a Metasurface

For the motion of a metasurface approximated as a rigid
body in three dimensions, the equations for the kinemat-
ics and the dynamics can be expressed as

~̇r = ~v

~̇α = LIB~ω

~̇v =
1

m
~F (~r, ~α) (A23)

~̇ω = I−1 [−~ω × I~ω + ~τ(~r, ~α)]

where ~r is the position and ~α the orientation of the body,
and LIB is the matrix relating the time derivative of orien-
tation angles to components of the angular velocity. The

optical force ~F (~r, ~α) and optical torque ~τ(~r, ~α) depend
on the position and the orientation of the body. Because
of axial symmetry Ix = Iy, and τz = 0. For the dynamics
of the system, we characterize the state vector as a set of

spatial coordinates (x, θ, y, φ) and their time derivatives

(ẋ, θ̇, ẏ, φ̇). The stability analysis describes the response
to small perturbations near the origin (i.e. the beam
axis). Near the origin, we can linearize Eq. (A23) by

observing θ̇ = ωy, φ̇ = ωx, and taking the partial deriva-

tives of ~F , ~τ with respect to translational and angular
displacements. We arrive at the matrix form

d

dt



x
θ
y
φ
ẋ

θ̇
ẏ

φ̇


=



0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1
m
∂Fx
∂x

1
m
∂Fx
∂θ 0 0 0 0 0 0

1
Iy

∂τy
∂x

1
Iy

∂τy
∂θ 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1
m
∂Fy
∂y

1
m
∂Fy
∂φ 0 0 0 0

0 0 1
Ix
∂τx
∂y

1
Ix
∂τx
∂φ 0 0 0 0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

A



x
θ
y
φ
ẋ

θ̇
ẏ

φ̇



(A24)

The stiffness coefficients are explicitly defined as

χ1 = − 1

m

∂Fx
∂x

= − 1

m

∂Fy
∂y

χ2 =
1

m

∂Fx
∂θ

= − 1

m

∂Fy
∂φ

χ3 =
1

Iy

∂τy
∂x

= − 1

Ix

∂τx
∂y

χ4 =
1

Ix

∂τx
∂φ

=
1

Iy

∂τy
∂θ

Using the previously derived expressions for perturba-
tions in force and torque for small displacements (Eq.
A22), we arrive at

χ1 = − 1

m

∂Fx
∂x

= − 1

m

∂Fy
∂y

= − π

mc

∫ D/2

0

ds psI
′(s)s

χ2 =
1

m

∂Fx
∂θ

= − 1

m

∂Fy
∂φ

=
π

mc

∫ D/2

0

ds

[
−∂ps
∂q

+ 2pn

]
I(s)s

(A25)

χ3 =
1

I

∂τy
∂x

= −1

I

∂τx
∂y

= − π
Ic

∫ D/2

0

ds pnI
′(s)s2

χ4 =
1

I

∂τx
∂φ

=
1

I

∂τy
∂θ

=
π

Ic

∫ D/2

0

ds
∂pn
∂q

I(s)s2

where Ix = Iy = I and I(s) is the radial intensity of
unpolarized beam of light, and the factor of speed of light
c is explicitly included. The (degenerate) eigenvalues of
the Jacobian matrix are:

λ1−8 = ± 1√
2

√
(χ4 − χ1)±

√
(χ4 − χ1)2 + 4(χ1χ4 + χ2χ3)

(A26)
Due to the symmetry of the eigenvalue expression above,
positive and negative eigenvalues would appear in pairs.
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Seeking to avoid a situation with an exponentially grow-
ing solution, it is necessary that all eigenvalues be purely
imaginary. For this to be true, the following conditions
c1,2,3 must be satisfied

c1 ≡ χ4 − χ1 < 0

c2 ≡ χ1χ4 + χ2χ3 < 0 (A27)

c3 ≡ −(χ4 − χ1)2 − 4(χ1χ4 + χ2χ3) < 0

Assessment of stability is carried out through numerical
evaluation of conditions above for any metasurface/beam
configuration of interest. To avoid numerical issues as-
sociated with comparing very small numbers to zero,
when evaluating these necessary conditions we introduce
a small offset (0.001). The choice of offset can slightly
shift the boundary associated with stability/instability.
It is convenient to normalize all lengths and times in the
problem in the following manner. Assuming the diame-
ter of the metasurface structure to be D, the normalized
spatial and temporal coordinates become

x→ x/D

t→ t/

√
mc

I0D
(A28)

where I0 is the (peak) beam intensity. With these in
mind, the stiffness coefficients become

χ1 = −π
∫ D/2

0

ds psI
′(s)s

χ2 = π

∫ D/2

0

ds

[
−∂ps
∂q

+ 2pn

]
I(s)s

χ3 = −π
γ

∫ D/2

0

ds pnI
′(s)s2

χ4 =
π

γ

∫ D/2

0

ds
∂pn
∂q

I(s)s2 (A29)

where γ = 1/16 for a uniform disk. For the case when
ps, pn are spatially independent, the stiffness expressions
further simplify to

χ1 = −πps
∫ D/2

0

ds I ′(s)s

χ2 = π

[
−∂ps
∂q

+ 2pn

] ∫ D/2

0

ds I(s)s (A30)

χ3 = −π
γ
pn

∫ D/2

0

ds I ′(s)s2

χ4 =
π

γ

∂pn
∂q

∫ D/2

0

ds I(s)s2

2. Metasurface radiation pressure components

To derive the expressions for the radial ps and nor-
mal pn pressure components for analyzed metasurface

configurations, we begin by considering the net momen-
tum change of the incident beam of light. The total

light momentum ~P can be expressed as ~P = ∆V ~g =

∆V ~S/c2 = Ac∆t ~S/c2, where the momentum density

~g and the ~S Poynting vector relate ~g = ~S/c2, and A is
the cross-sectional area. The force corresponds to the

change of momentum ~F = −∆~P/∆t. Assuming the ini-

tial wavevector ~kI and the final wavevector ~kF , the force

becomes ~F = −(~kF − ~kI)/k0 AI0/c, where k0 is the
wavevector magnitude and I0 is the intensity I0 = 〈S〉
corresponds to the time-averaged Poynting vector. From
here, the unit cell pressure, normalized to I0c, relates to

normalized final/initial wavevectors as ~p = −(~kF − ~kI).
In this analysis, it is assumed that the beam intensity
is varying slowly relative to the dimension of the unit
element.

For the case of a reflective cone, the interaction be-
tween the radial unit element and the beam occurs in
the s-n plane. In this plane, the normalized incident
wavevector of the light beam is

~kI = sin(q) ŝ+ cos(q) n̂ (A31)

where q is defined by Eq. (A4). The wavevector of the
specularly reflected beam from Snell’s law becomes:

~kF = sin(2α+ q) ŝ− cos(2α+ q) n̂

where α is the cone angle. From here, we get the pressure
components to be

ps = [− sin(2α+ q) + sin(q)] ksn

pn = [cos(2α+ q) + cos(q)] ksn (A32)

At equilibrium (q = 0), we have ksn = 1. These expres-
sions and their derivatives become

ps = − sin(2α)

pn = 1 + cos(2α)

∂ps
∂q

= 1− cos(2α) (A33)

∂pn
∂q

= − sin(2α)

For a metasurface, the normalized incident wavevector
of the light beam is similarly:

~kI = sin(q) ŝ+ cos(q) n̂ (A34)

A phase-gradient axial metasurface imparts a radial
wave-vector shift kFs = kIs + ∂Φ/∂s, namely kFs =
(sin q + cosα). As mentioned in the main text, we con-
sider the range of α to be α ∈ [−π, π] so as to cap-
ture both reflection-mode metasurfaces (α < 0) and
transmission-mode metasurfaces (α > 0). Since |kF | =
|kI |, we can write the n-component momentum change

as ∆kn = sgn(α)[
√

1− (sin q + cosα)2 − cos q]. We can
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then obtain the pressure components as

ps = − cosα ksn

pn = −
[
sgn(α)

√
1− (sin q + cosα)

2 − cos q

]
ksn

(A35)

At equilibrium (q = 0), we have ksn = 1. These ex-
pressions and their derivatives become

ps = − cos(α)

pn = 1− sin(α)

∂ps
∂q

= 0 (A36)

∂pn
∂q

=
1

tanα

Appendix B: Optimization of Metasurface and
Beam Profiles

For the optimization of the metasurface design in a
Gaussian beam shown in Fig. 3b in the main text, we
discretize the phase profile over Ns radial steps (between
0 and D/2), where at each step, the directing angle can
assume one of Nα values within the ±αc bounds. Specif-
ically, we analyzed 66 = 46, 656 combinations, where

α ∈ [−3

4
π,−1

2
π,−1

4
π,+

1

4
π,+

1

2
π,+

3

4
π] (B1)

We note that α = 0 corresponds to a 90-deg deflection
of the beam, which is challenging from a practical point
of view, but also not relevant for our purposes (since the
longitudinal z force is not particularly strong at α = 0,
as can be seen in Fig. 3a of the main text).

Following this, we analyze a Gaussian beam intensity
profile with a polynomial modification, namely

I(r) = (g0 + g1r + g2r
2)2e−g3r

2

(B2)

where the incident beam intensity is parameterized by
a vector ḡ = (g0, g1, g2, g3), and r is the dimensionless
radial coordinate normalized to beam diameter. We as-
sume the object scatters according to the α̃ metasurface
profile from Fig. 3b of the main text.

In practice, in order to efficiently use the incident laser
power, it is often advantageous to maximize the longi-
tudinal radiation force relative to the total beam power,
i.e.

η =
Fz
P0/c

=
2π
c

∫D/2
0

pnIsds
2π
c

∫∞
0
Isds

(B3)

subject to constraints corresponding to the necessary
conditions for stabilization c1,2,3 < 0 from Eq. A27. As
our formalism lends itself to straightforward calculation
of ∂/∂ḡ derivatives of both the merit function η and the
constraints c1,2,3, we employ efficient gradient-based opti-
mization, specifically the method-of-moving-asymptotes
(MMA) [63] accessed via the NLopt package [64]. Start-
ing from the initial case of a Gaussian beam of Fig. 3
(for which ḡ = (1, 0, 0, 12.5)), we find a beam intensity
profile specified by ḡ = (0, 21.,−62., 40.). For practical
considerations, we sought to make the gradient of beam
intensity to be zero on axis. The corresponding enhance-
ment due to the described beam profile optimization is
ηf/ηi = 1.71, leading to the overall value of η = 0.995
for the example configuration considered in this work.

By contrast, calculating the same longitudinal force
per unit beam power (given by Eq. B3) for the structure
of Ref. [33], yields η = 0.081, a consequence of subop-
timal photonic structure/beam configuration (Figs. 3/4
in [33]). Taking the ratio of the two η values gives the
relative improvement of ≈12.3x. We note that the struc-
ture of this work can be further improved by extending
the self-imposed choice of allowable range of angles be-
yond [− 3π

4 ,
3π
4 ]. This analysis represents one example of

how the beam and structure degrees of freedom can be
engineered and optimized for stabilization.
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[3] K. Dholakia and T. Čižmár, Shaping the future of ma-
nipulation, Nature Photonics 5, 335 (2011).

[4] D. G. Grier, Optical tweezers in colloid and interface sci-
ence, Current Opinion in Colloid and Interface Science
2, 264 (1997).

[5] D. Kumar, S. Bhattacharya, and S. Ghosh, Weak ad-
hesion at the mesoscale: particles at an interface, Soft
Matter 9, 6618 (2013).

[6] I. A. Martinez, E. Roldan, L. Dinis, and R. A. Rica, Col-
loidal heat engines: a review, Soft Matter 13, 22 (2017).

[7] M. P. MacDonald, G. C. Spalding, and K. Dholakia, Mi-
crofluidic sorting in an optical lattice, Nature 426, 421
(2003).

[8] M. Padgett and R. Di Leonardo, Holographic optical
tweezers and their relevance to lab on chip devices, Lab
on a Chip 11, 1196 (2011).

[9] S. Mohanty, Optically-actuated translational and rota-
tional motion at the microscale for microfluidic manip-
ulation and characterization, Lab on a Chip 12, 3624
(2012).

[10] N. Kitamura and F. Kitagawa, Optical trapping—
chemical analysis of single microparticles in solution,
Journal of Photochemistry and Photobiology C: Photo-
chemistry Reviews 4, 227 (2003).

[11] J. R. Moffitt, Y. R. Chemla, S. B. Smith, and C. Busta-

https://doi.org/10.1038/nphoton.2011.100
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.3475958
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphoton.2011.80
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1359-0294(97)80034-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1359-0294(97)80034-9
https://doi.org/10.1039/c3sm00097d
https://doi.org/10.1039/c3sm00097d
https://doi.org/10.1039/c6sm00923a
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02144
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02144
https://doi.org/10.1039/c0lc00526f
https://doi.org/10.1039/c0lc00526f
https://doi.org/10.1039/c2lc40538e
https://doi.org/10.1039/c2lc40538e
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jphotochemrev.2003.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jphotochemrev.2003.09.004


11

mante, Recent advances in optical tweezers, Annual Re-
view of Biochemistry 77, 205 (2008).

[12] P. Zemanek, G. Volpe, A. Jonas, and O. Brzobohaty,
Perspective on light-induced transport of particles: from
optical forces to phoretic motion, Advances in Optics and
Photonics 11, 577 (2019).

[13] D. E. Chang, C. A. Regal, S. B. Papp, D. J. Wilson,
J. Ye, O. Painter, H. J. Kimble, and P. Zoller, Cavity
opto-mechanics using an optically levitated nanosphere,
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 107,
1005 (2009).

[14] O. Romero-Isart, M. L. Juan, R. Quidant, and J. I. Cirac,
Toward quantum superposition of living organisms, New
Journal of Physics 12, 033015 (2010).

[15] T. Li, S. Kheifets, and M. G. Raizen, Millikelvin cooling
of an optically trapped microsphere in vacuum, Nature
Physics 7, 527 (2011).

[16] J. Gieseler, B. Deutsch, R. Quidant, and L. Novotny,
Subkelvin parametric feedback cooling of a laser-
trapped nanoparticle, Physical Review Letters 109,
10.1103/physrevlett.109.103603 (2012).

[17] L. P. Neukirch, E. von Haartman, J. M. Rosenholm, and
A. Nick Vamivakas, Multi-dimensional single-spin nano-
optomechanics with a levitated nanodiamond, Nature
Photonics 9, 653 (2015).

[18] M. Bhattacharya, A. N. Vamivakas, and P. Barker, Lev-
itated optomechanics: introduction, Journal of the Opti-
cal Society of America B 34, LO1 (2017).

[19] A. Ashkin, Acceleration and trapping of particles by ra-
diation pressure, Physical Review Letters 24, 156 (1970).

[20] D. G. Grier, A revolution in optical manipulation, Nature
424, 810 (2003).

[21] J. Baumgartl, M. Mazilu, and K. Dholakia, Optically me-
diated particle clearing using airy wavepackets, Nature
Photon 2, 675 (2008).

[22] M. Padgett and R. Bowman, Tweezers with a twist, Na-
ture Photon 5, 343 (2011).

[23] O. Brzobohatý, V. Karásek, M. Šiler, L. Chvátal,
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