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We present a hybrid trapping platform that allows us to levitate a charged nanoparticle in high
vacuum using either optical fields, radio-frequency fields, or a combination thereof. Our hybrid
approach combines an optical dipole trap with a linear Paul trap while maintaining a large numerical
aperture (0.77 NA). We detail a controlled transfer procedure that allows us to use the Paul trap
as a ‘safety net’ to recover particles lost from the optical trap at high vacuum. The presented
hybrid platform adds to the toolbox of levitodynamics and represents an important step towards
fully controllable ‘dark’ potentials, providing control in the absence of decoherence due to photon
recoil.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since their invention in the 1970s [1], optical traps have
become indispensable tools in diverse fields ranging from
biology to quantum information processing to optome-
chanics [2–4], with the recent emergence of the field of
levitodynamics [5, 6]. Thanks to their high oscillation
frequencies, good isolation from the environment, and
large detection efficiency, optical traps have been used to
trap and cool the center-of-mass (CoM) motion of nano-
sized dielectric particles [7], even reaching the ground
state of motion [8–11]. However, since optical traps rely
on strongly focused laser beams, they are characterized
by small trapping volumes [7] and relatively shallow po-
tentials, typically only a few kBTR deep for nanopar-
ticles (with kB the Boltzmann constant and TR room
temperature)[12]. As a result, even a small unwanted
disturbance of the experiment can lead to a loss of the
particle from the optical trap, ending the experiment and
requiring loading and characterization of a new particle.
Arguably, particle loss is haunting all researchers facing
the reality of levitated optomechanics experiments, even
though the issue is largely excluded from discussions in
the literature as a mere nuisance to those doing the work
at the optical table. Importantly, however, for future
studies requiring many experimental realizations of a pro-
tocol with the same particle [6], particle loss will likely
be a true show-stopper.

As a levitation technology alternative to optical traps,
charged particles can be confined in Paul traps, which
are generated by combining radio-frequency (RF) and
static (DC) electric fields [13]. Paul traps were originally
applied to suspending atomic and molecular ions, but
their use has since been extended to micro- and nano-
particle systems [14]. For nanoparticles, in contrast to
optical traps, Paul traps generate large (typically mil-
limeters in size) and deep trapping potentials (exceed-
ing 1000 kBTR), but typically have lower trapping fre-
quencies [12, 15]. This observation initiated the develop-
ment of hybrid Paul-optical traps in the levitodynamics

community, combining the advantages of both methods.
The concept of hybrid trapping has been developed in
the atomic and ion physics community to investigate en-
sembles of neutral atoms and ions and to optically trap
ions [16]. For levitodynamics, it would be attractive to
surround a stiff but small optical trap with the large but
loose potential of a Paul trap. In this fashion, exper-
iments can be performed in the optical trap, with the
Paul trap acting as a safety net should the particle es-
cape the optical potential. The same particle can then
be recovered in the optical trap for further experiments.
Inspiration for hybrid Paul-optical traps can be drawn

from two lines of prior research. First, designs facilitat-
ing spectroscopy on absorbing objects in levitation have
been developed [17–20]. These approaches are essentially
Paul traps equipped with limited optical access. Second,
truly hybrid approaches, allowing for both optical and
Paul trapping, have been demonstrated [21–23]. Here,
limited optical access was alleviated by using counter-
propagating optical fields in free space or optical res-
onators. For both approaches, the geometric difficulty of
combining the two confinement techniques leads to com-
promises in one or the other trapping method—either
the Paul trap electrodes are located far from the parti-
cle, producing low Paul trap frequencies, or they restrict
optical access, which reduces the particle detection ef-
ficiency [24] and makes optical trapping more challeng-
ing. These trade-offs limit the usefulness of Paul traps
as safety nets at the present stage. Specifically, particle
recovery from the Paul to the optical trap, even when ac-
tive feedback is applied, currently relies on damping from
a buffer gas, restricting hybrid operation to low vacuum,
with a lowest reported pressure of 5× 10−2 mbar [21].
In this paper, we describe a hybrid trap that con-

sists of a single beam optical trap with high-numerical-
aperture (NA) suitable for measurement-based quantum
control, overlapped with a Paul trap that does not com-
promise optical access. The Paul trap captures the par-
ticle, should it escape from the optical trap. Feedback
cooling of the particle motion in the Paul trap allows
us to recover the particle back into the optical trap at
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic diagram of the hybrid trapping setup:
a trapping laser passes through an acousto-optic modulator
(AOM) before being focused through a high-NA lens to form
an optical trap in vacuum. A weaker (cross-polarized) mea-
surement beam is overlapped with the trapping beam using
a polarizing beam splitter (PBS). The forward-scattered light
of both beams is split by a second PBS and sent onto sepa-
rate quadrant photodiodes (QPD) for detection. The signals
from both QPDs can selectively be used for feedback cooling
(FB) and/or recorded via a data-acquisition module (DAQ).
A microfabricated wheel trap is held in the focal plane of the
trapping lens by a 3-axis piezo stage. (b) Diagram of the
wheel trap electrode geometry. Two pairs of RF electrodes
(blue and red) are driven by high-voltage RF tones (Vrf,+,
Vrf,−) with opposite phases. Two shim electrodes are used to
apply bias voltages Vshim,x and Vshim,y to generate Coulomb
forces along the x and y directions, respectively. (c) Plot
of typical trapping potentials: The stiff optical trap is much
shallower than the loose Paul trap.

pressures down to 3× 10−6 mbar.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

A schematic of the experimental setup is shown
in Fig. 1(a). Let us discuss the separate building blocks.

Optical trap. A laser beam (500mW, 1565 nm) po-
larized along x (hereafter trapping beam) is focused by a
lens (0.77 NA, effective focal length 3.3mm, working dis-
tance 1.6mm) to form the optical trap, in which we lev-
itate silica nanospheres (diameter 177 nm). Typical os-
cillation frequencies in the optical trap along the (x, y, z)
directions are 2π × (69, 74, 15) kHz, respectively. The
optical trap can be switched on and off with an acousto-
optic modulator (AOM).

Loading. We load the optical trap at ambient pres-
sure by creating an aerosol of a solution of particles sus-
pended in isopropanol close to the focus of the trapping
lens [25]. As we decrease the gas pressure, an optically
trapped silica nanoparticle undergoes a sudden change in

its properties, which manifests itself as a drop in oscil-
lation frequencies, as well as an increase in charge [26].
Our particles typically acquire a positive charge-to-mass
ratio of 4 to 5Ckg−1, or approximately 150 elementary
charges. We rely on this charge to make use of the Paul
trap.

Paul trap. The Paul trap, illustrated in Fig. 1(b),
consists of a 300µm thick fused silica substrate micro-
machined and gold-coated (FEMTOprint, Switzerland)
to have six electrodes: two pairs of RF electrodes gener-
ate a quadrupole potential for in-plane confinement, and
two shim electrodes are designed to apply small in-plane
electric fields. This geometry is commonly referred to as
a wheel trap [27–30]. In our case, the tips of the RF elec-
trodes are 250 µm away from the stable trapping point.
Our wheel trap’s high optical access (up to 0.85 NA), al-
lows for passing a strongly focused optical beam without
obstruction. The orientation of the RF electrodes defines
two new axes u and v that are tilted by 45◦ with respect
to the x and y axes. Out-of-plane confinement (and stray
field compensation along z) is achieved by applying DC
voltages Vcap to the lens holders, which double as endcap
electrodes, located a distance 1.6mm away from the trap
center. For position control relative to the optical trap,
the wheel trap is held in the focal plane of the trapping
lens by a 3-axis nanopositioner. The RF electrodes are
driven by RF signals with opposite phase, angular fre-
quency Ωd and amplitude Vrf. These values control the
oscillation frequency of the u and v modes of the Paul
trap. A small DC offset Voff is added to one pair of RF
electrodes and subtracted from the other to spectrally
separate the u and v modes. Three additional adjustable
voltages, Vshim,x, Vshim,y, and Vshim,z, are used to gen-
erate DC forces along x, y, and z, respectively. While
Vshim,x and Vshim,y are applied to their respective elec-
trodes on the wheel trap, Vshim,z is added to one endcap
electrode and subtracted from the other. Typical values
for our experiment are Ωd = 2π × 33 kHz, Vrf = 200V,
Voff = 5mV, and Vcap = 70V, which leads to oscillation
frequencies in the Paul trap along the u, v, z directions of
2π × (5.5, 6, 3) kHz, respectively. With our system and
particles, we can access trap frequencies in a range of
0.1 to 10 kHz. This range is restricted at the lower end
by insufficient trap depth, and at the upper end by the
maximum available voltages and the particle’s charge-to-
mass ratio. Due to the high voltages required to drive the
Paul trap, we only operate it below 10−2 mbar to avoid
arc discharges [31].

Comparison of potentials. Figure 1(c) highlights the
differences between the two trapping potentials. The op-
tical trap is much stiffer, but also much shallower than
the Paul trap. At a depth of roughly 550meV, particle
escape is quite frequent if the particle motion is driven
to large oscillation amplitudes, for example due to an
incorrectly set phase in a feedback control loop. In con-
trast, at a depth around 1.1 keV, the looser Paul trap
is much deeper than the optical trap. Thus, as long as
the charge-to-mass ratio remains in the stable regime,
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FIG. 2. (a) 2D scan of the local x position sensitivity of
the measurement beam. The maximum in this map corre-
sponds to the focus of the beam. (b) Measured electric field
generated by the RF electrodes of the wheel trap (red arrows,
orange background). The measured field closely matches that
expected from a normalized quadrupole potential (gray dash-
dotted lines).

a particle trapped in the Paul trap will virtually never
escape.

Detection. When the particle is held in the optical
trap, the forward-scattered light of the trapping beam is
collected by a lens identical to the trapping lens and sent
onto a quadrant photodiode (QPD) for interferometric
detection [32]. To monitor the position of the particle
in the Paul trap in the absence of the trapping beam, a
second, much weaker laser beam (1mW, 1565 nm, here-
after called measurement beam) polarized along y is over-
lapped with the trapping beam via a polarizing beam
splitter (PBS). In the forward direction, light from the
measurement beam is directed onto a separate QPD with
a second PBS.

Feedback cooling. In order to stabilize the particle mo-
tion, particularly at low pressures, we apply feedback
cooling to the particle along all three spatial dimensions.
The particle’s position signals are processed with digital
bandpass filters implemented on field-programmable gate
arrays, to generate cold damping signals [33]. We adapt
the spectral locations of the filters depending on whether
the particle is trapped optically or electrically. These
feedback signals are applied as voltages to the corre-
sponding shim electrodes for 3D feedback cooling [34, 35].

Characterization of optical detection. To characterize
the optical detection scheme, we levitate a particle in the
Paul trap with the measurement beam enabled and dis-
able the optical trap. We apply a small modulation tone
to the x shim electrode, thereby driving the particle along
x. We detect the response of the particle to this drive
tone by demodulating the x channel of the QPD signal
at the drive-tone frequency. In this fashion, we measure
the local position sensitivity along x of our measurement
beam. By performing a 2D scan of the piezo stage in the
xy plane (which means that we effectively scan the par-
ticle by moving the Paul trap chip), we are able to map

the local x position sensitivity, shown in Fig. 2(a). The
signal is maximal at the center of the detection pattern,
which corresponds to the focal point of the measurement
beam. Since the trapping and measurement beams are
overlapped, we can use this procedure to align both trap-
ping potentials. Furthermore, we observe that the sign
of the local x position sensitivity is inverted when the
particle is displaced along x by a distance comparable to
the wavelength, which is a result of the interference of
the field scattered by the particle with the measurement
beam acting as a reference field on the detector [12, 32].
Characterization of electric potential. Conversely, we

can make use of the optical trap to characterize the elec-
tric potential. With the particle held in the optical trap,
we enable the RF drive of the Paul trap and demodulate
the detector signals generated by the measurement beam
on the x and y channel of the QPD detector. After cali-
brating the detector signal using the procedure outlined
in [36], we can use the particle as a field sensor [37]. By
performing a 2D scan of the piezo stage in the xy-plane,
moving the RF field distribution relative to the particle
held in the tight optical focus, we record a snapshot of the
RF field, shown as red arrows in Fig. 2(b). Our measure-
ment matches well with a quadrupolar field distribution,
shown as black dashed lines in Fig. 2(b), as expected for
our electrode geometry. We note that a point of partic-
ular interest in this map is the RF null, i.e., the point
where the RF field is minimal (and even vanishes, for an
ideal electrode geometry). At this location, a particle in
the optical trap is minimally affected by the Paul trap’s
RF field.
Stray field compensation. When the particle is held in

the Paul trap, its equilibrium position may differ from the
RF null due to stray electric fields. In order to compen-
sate for these forces, we adjust the shim voltages of the
trap’s electrodes until the measured micromotion ampli-
tude is minimized. In fact, this process compensates for
all DC forces displacing the particle, including gravity.

III. PAUL TRAP AS A SAFETY NET

Operation. To operate the Paul trap as a safety net,
we keep it enabled while the particle is trapped optically,
and carefully align the optical trap to the RF null of
the Paul trap by minimizing the micromotion amplitude.
When the particle escapes from the optical trap (which
we provoke in our experiments by turning off the trapping
beam), it is caught by the Paul trap, at which point we
start our recovery procedure to transfer the particle back
to the optical trap.
Particle recovery. We initialize the particle recovery

procedure by disabling the optical trap, enabling the
measurement beam, and adapting our feedback cooling
parameters to match the oscillation frequencies of the
particle in the Paul trap. Additionally, we ensure that
the RF potential is aligned with the optical potential
by maximizing the particle response to an external drive
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tone, centering the particle in the optical detection pat-
tern as described in the discussion of Fig. 2(a). We then
execute the following sequence: (i) feedback cooling at
Paul trap frequencies is disabled, (ii) the optical trap is
switched on, (iii) feedback cooling is enabled at optical
trap frequencies, and (iv) the success of the transfer is
evaluated. For this final step, we analyze the particle
position recorded by the measurement beam during the
transfer attempt. An example from a successful trans-
fer is shown in Fig. 3(a). The optical trap is switched
on at time t = 0, which causes an abrupt spike in the
measured signal, followed by an increase in signal ampli-
tude that decays after about 0.25 s. The success of the
transfer becomes visible when analyzing the timetrace
from Fig. 3(a) in the spectral domain. To this end, we
investigate the power spectral density (PSD) of the signal
in the vicinity of the optical trap frequencies [Fig. 3(b)]
and Paul trap frequencies [Fig. 3(c)]. Before the transfer
(t < 0), we recognize peaks at the u and v modes in the
Paul trap between 5 and 6 kHz, indicating the presence of
the particle in the Paul trap. After the transfer (t > 0),
these modes vanish and the x mode of the particle in the
optical trap appears around 69 kHz. This observation in-
dicates successful transfer of the particle into the optical
trap. We observe a frequency increase from 67 to 69 kHz
during the first 0.25 s after particle recapture, coincid-
ing with the activation of feedback cooling. We attribute
this frequency change to the Duffing non-linearity of the
optical potential [38].

For comparison, Fig. 3(d) shows an example of a failed
transfer, together with the corresponding spectrograms
in Figs. 3(e) and (f). After a failed transfer, the particle
is still present in the Paul trap, but no clear spectral sig-
nature from either trap is present in the detector signal.
The reason is that the particle’s oscillation amplitude is
much larger than the detection beam. From an ener-
getic perspective, one might expect that an excited par-
ticle would eventually thermalize with the surrounding
gas and fall into the optical trap. This is indeed the case
at pressures above 10−2 mbar [see discussion of Fig. 4(b)
below]. However, below 10−3 mbar, we observe that the
particle never settles into the optical potential, even on
timescales exceeding the damping time. We speculate
that, at low pressures, non-conservative optical forces
(such as the scattering force) add energy to the parti-
cle at a rate exceeding the damping rate provided by the
gas. Indeed, radiation pressure in an optical tweezer is
a non-conservative force, which can cause the particle to
follow a trajectory that adds mechanical energy to the
system [39–41].

IV. KEY PARAMETERS FOR SUCCESSFUL
RECOVERY

Based on the above observations, we can increase the
likelihood of successful transfer by controlling two pa-
rameters: the mean oscillation amplitude of the particle
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FIG. 3. (a) Time trace on x detector of measurement beam
during a successful particle transfer from the Paul to the op-
tical trap. The particle is initially feedback cooled in the Paul
trap (t < 0). At t = 0, the optical trap is switched on. The
PSD of this time trace is shown in the spectral range of the x
mode in the optical trap in (b) and the spectral range of the u
and v modes in the Paul trap in (c). Each PSD is calculated
from a 17.5ms segment of the time trace sampled at 234 kHz.
(d) Time trace of a failed transfer attempt together with its
PSD in (e) and (f). Measurements are taken at 6×10−5 mbar.

in the Paul trap (via feedback cooling), and the relative
position of the Paul and optical traps (via trap align-
ment). We proceed by investigating the dependence of
the transfer success rate on these two parameters.
Feedback cooling. For our system parameters, the

thermal oscillation amplitude of a particle in the Paul
trap with a CoM temperature of 300K is 850 nm, a di-
mension comparable to the size of the optical trap. The
particle therefore spends a significant amount of time
outside of the optical trap, making successful transfers
less likely. In contrast, when feedback cooled to a CoM
temperature of 1K in the Paul trap, the RMS oscilla-
tion amplitude becomes 50 nm, effectively confining the
particle motion to within the beam waist. To illustrate
this point, Fig. 4(a) shows the optical and Paul trap po-
tentials, as well as the 95% confidence intervals of the
particle’s instantaneous position in the Paul trap at 1 K
and at 300 K.
As an experimental verification of this dependence, at

a fixed pressure, we repeatedly attempt transfers from
the Paul to the optical trap, and record the success
rate. In Fig. 4(b), we plot the success rate as a func-
tion of pressure, both in the presence and in the ab-
sence of feedback cooling in the Paul trap, for a total
of 743 transfer attempts. For this experiment, feedback
gain is adjusted once at 3 × 10−6 mbar and held con-
stant throughout all measurements. Since CoM temper-
ature under feedback cooling depends on gas damping,
adjusting the gas pressure is an indirect way of control-
ling the particle’s mean oscillation amplitude in the Paul
trap [12, 34, 35]. In Fig. 4(b), we observe a transfer
success rate above 50%, both with and without feed-
back, at pressures above 10−2 mbar, which we attribute
to gas damping. At these pressures, feedback cooling is
ineffective. Reducing pressure, we observe a decrease in
success rate to below 30% between 4 × 10−3 mbar and
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5× 10−4 mbar, both with and without feedback cooling.
In this pressure regime, the reduced gas damping is insuf-
ficient to slow down the particle once the optical trap has
been enabled, yet the pressure is still too high for effective
feedback cooling, which therefore fails to reduce the mean
oscillation amplitude of the particle before the transfer
attempt. At pressures below 10−3 mbar, we observe an
increase in the success rate of transfers under feedback
cooling. Here, gas damping is still absent, but feedback
cooling is able to effectively reduce the oscillation ampli-
tude of the particle, localizing it within the waist of the
optical beam prior to the transfer. At pressures below
10−5 mbar, the transfer success rate is boosted beyond
90% by feedback control. We conclude that efficient 3D-
feedback cooling in the Paul trap is a key element for a
safety net in the underdamped regime.

Trap alignment. Next, we investigate the importance
of relative alignment between the Paul and optical traps
for successful particle recovery. To this end, at a pressure
of 10−5 mbar, we perform 40 transfer attempts with a
fixed relative position x of the Paul trap relative to the
optical trap and determine the transfer success rate. We
then sweep the position of the Paul trap with the piezo
stage to obtain the success rate as a function of trap
position, shown in Fig. 4(c). We observe that the success
rate is maximized to 90% when the traps are aligned
(x = 0), but drops to 50% when the Paul trap is displaced
by x = 250 nm, and below 10% for x > 500 nm. Thus,
we conclude that precise alignment between the optical
and the Paul trap is crucial to harness the hybrid trap
as a safety net.

Recovery after failed transfer. As mentioned in the
discussion of Fig. 3(d), after a failed transfer attempt,
the particle motion is driven by the presence of the trap-
ping beam to an amplitude largely exceeding the waist
of the measurement beam. As a result, the detected sig-
nal is unsuitable for feedback cooling. To regain control
over the particle motion after a failed transfer attempt,
we switch off the trapping beam and rely on residual gas
damping to reduce the oscillation amplitude. For con-
text, at 10−5 mbar, the signal is usually restored within
about 15 s. Once a signal suitable for feedback cooling in
the Paul trap is recovered, the next transfer according to
our protocol can be attempted.

The overhead in experiment time generated by the
waiting period after a failed transfer attempt leads us
to two important conclusions. First, maximizing the
transfer success rate by optimizing the feedback cooling
and trap alignment is crucial to avoid failed transfer at-
tempts. Second, the waiting (i.e., damping) time, which
scales with the inverse of the gas pressure, may become
too long to be acceptable in ultra-high vacuum condi-
tions [42]. A logical next development step is therefore a
detection mechanism that can provide a position signal
suitable for feedback control of a particle on a trajec-
tory several microns from the Paul trap center [42]. The
timescale for recovery of a particle after a failed transfer
attempt is then set by the feedback system instead of the
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FIG. 4. (a) Comparison of the calculated optical (red) and
Paul trap (blue) potentials U as a function of position x. The
area shaded in light blue indicates the 95% confidence in-
terval of the particle’s location at room temperature (300K)
in the Paul trap. Dark blue shows the corresponding confi-
dence interval under feedback cooling to 1K in the Paul trap.
(b) Measured transfer success rate versus pressure with (green
circles) and without (blue diamonds) feedback cooling. Below
10−3 mbar, feedback cooling becomes effective and increases
the likelihood of successful transfer. (c) Measured transfer
success rate versus displacement of the Paul trap relative to
the optical trap. As the particle is moved away from the waist
of the optical beam, successful transfers become less likely.

gas damping.

V. CONCLUSION

We have described a hybrid trap which adds a Paul
trap to an optical trap without compromising on the lat-
ter’s performance. As a specific application, we have
demonstrated harnessing the Paul trap as a safety net
for a particle that has escaped the optical trap. Fur-
thermore, we have shown how careful alignment of the
two trapping potentials together with feedback cooling
enables the reliable transfer of a particle captured in the
Paul trap back to the optical trap at pressures down to
3× 10−6 mbar.
We expect the demonstrated safety-net functionality

to become an important technology for future levitody-
namics experiments that require repeated experimental
runs using the same particle. Indeed, having a safety net
emboldens one to explore more ambitious experiments
that require thousands of repetitions of an experimental
protocol without losing the particle. With more ambi-
tious goals in mind, we envision bringing this technology
to higher vacuum and cryogenic environments [9, 10].
Beyond only using the Paul trap as a safety net, it is

tantalizing to think of integrating it into optomechan-
ical protocols as a control element. For example, the
photon-recoil-free nature of the Paul trap potential could
be used to measure sources of decoherence beyond pho-
ton shot noise, such as black-body radiation due to the
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trapped particle’s internal temperature [43], or anoma-
lous heating from nearby surfaces [44]. Additionally, the
large frequency difference between the optical and Paul
traps would allow for protocols to squeeze the levitated
nanoparticle’s motional state [45, 46]. Finally, the Paul
trap could be adapted to generate more complex poten-
tial landscapes, such as those required for rapid state
expansion and to generate non-Gaussian states of me-
chanical motion [47, 48].
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