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Several optomechanics experiments are now entering the highly sought nonlinear regime where
optomechanical interactions are large even for low light levels. Within this regime, new quantum
phenomena and improved performance may be achieved; however, a corresponding theoretical formalism
of cavity quantum optomechanics that captures the nonlinearities of both the radiation-pressure interaction
and the cavity response is needed to unlock these capabilities. Here, we develop such a nonlinear cavity
quantum optomechanical framework, which we then utilize to propose how position measurement can be
performed beyond the breakdown of the linearized approximation. Our proposal utilizes optical general-
dyne detection, ranging from single to dual homodyne, to obtain mechanical position information
imprinted onto both the optical amplitude and phase quadratures and enables both pulsed and continuous
modes of operation. These cavity optomechanical nonlinearities are now being confronted in a growing
number of experiments, and our framework will allow a range of advances to be made in, e.g., quantum
metrology, explorations of the standard quantum limit, and quantum measurement and control.
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Introduction.—Cavity quantum optomechanics utilizes
the cavity-enhanced radiation-pressure interaction to enable
precision control of mechanical degrees of freedom.
Significant progress has been made in the linearized regime
where, for large coherent drives, mechanical displacements
give rise to small optical phase shifts. However, there is
significant current experimental drive to increase single-
photon coupling rates, which necessarily gives rise to the
nonlinear response of the cavity and the breakdown of
the linearized approximation. Importantly, such behavior
occurswell before the strong single-photon-coupling regime
where qualitatively different phenomena may be explored
[1–3]. Crucially, due to the nonlinearities of radiation
pressure and the cavity response, mechanical displacements
give rise to significant rotations to the optical field in phase
space, and thus the mechanical signal is transduced onto
both the phase and amplitude quadratures. This radiation-
pressure nonlinearity allows for selective position-squared
measurements [4], the generation of macroscopic super-
position states [5–7], non-Gaussian entanglement [8–11],
and even optomechanical photon blockade for strong single-
photon coupling [12,13]. Recent experimental progress has
seen rapid improvements in coupling rates, with cold-atom

implementations reaching the strong single-photon coupling
regime [14,15] and, notably even well within the weak
single-photon coupling regime, optical rotations have now
been observed, which cannot be described by the linearized
approximation [16–18].
Closely connected to the radiation-pressure interaction,

optomechanical position measurement is a critical compo-
nent for many research areas ranging from mechanical
quantum state engineering to tests of fundamental physics.
Prominent example position-measurement applications
include ultrasensitive accelerometry [19,20], yoctogram-
resolution mass sensing [21], zeptonewton weak-force
sensing [22], single-spin detection [23], and even biomedi-
cal sensing [24]. The precision enabled by cavity optome-
chanical position measurement also provides a valuable tool
for fundamental physics experiments such as gravitational
wave detection [25] and searches for new physics [26]
including dark matter [27] and non-Newtonian gravity [28].
Owing to the interplay between radiation-pressure back-

action and optical quantum noise, optomechanical position
measurement is a rich field of study. Prominently, this
interplay leads to the standard quantum limit (SQL) [29],
which describes restrictions on position measurement
sensitivity and is now well understood experimentally
[30–32]. Furthermore, within the SQL, weak continuous
position measurement [33] combined with feedback
[34,35] can be utilized to cool mechanical oscillators
toward their ground state [36,37]. To go beyond the
SQL, backaction-evading (BAE) measurements, such as
two-tone drive [38–41] or pulses much shorter than the
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mechanical period [42–45], may be employed. Thus far, the
aforementioned position-measurement techniques operate
in the linearized regime, but advances in coupling rates are
now forcing experiments to confront the cavity optome-
chanical nonlinearities.
In this Letter, we develop a framework of optomechanics

that accounts for the nonlinearities of both the radiation-
pressure interaction and the cavity response. Secondly, we
utilize this framework to propose how both pulsed and
continuous position measurement can be performed in the
nonlinear regime. To measure the mechanical signal trans-
duced onto the optical field, we employ the established
technique of general-dyne detection [46–48], which ranges
from single to dual homodyne. Our formalism allows the
optomechanical interaction to be described throughout the
entire cavity phase response and enables new regimes of
operation, such as the stochastic Gaussian regime we
identify and term here. Our framework will enable a broad
range of further studies and applications including the
important tools of position measurement, squeezing by
measurement, and mechanical state tomography to be
performed beyond the linearized approximation.
Nonlinear position-measurement scheme.—Radiation

pressure is described by the cubic Hamiltonian H=ℏ ¼
−g0a†aðbþ b†Þ, where g0 is the optomechanical coupling
rate, and a (b) is the annihilation operator of the cavity field
(mechanical mode). In addition to this nonlinearity, the full
response of the cavity itself is also nonlinear; i.e., the
optical phase shift depends nonlinearly on the mechanical
position and asymptotes to�π for large displacements. The
combination of these nonlinearities is captured by the
Heisenberg-Langevin and input-output equations, which
yields the relation aout ¼ fðXmÞain, where ain and aout
are the optical input and output fields and fðXmÞ ¼
f1þ i½ðμ=2ÞXm þ ðΔ=κÞ�g=f1 − i½ðμ=2ÞXm þ ðΔ=κÞ�g is
the nonlinear response function. Here, Xm (Pm) is the di-
mensionless mechanical position (momentum) quadrature,

μ ¼ ffiffiffi
8

p
g0=κ is the nonlinear coupling strength, κ is the

cavity amplitude decay rate, which is dominated by
external coupling, and Δ is the detuning from the cavity’s
resonance at zero mechanical displacement. In Fig. 1(a), we
plot the optical phase φðXmÞ ¼ argðfÞ and the dimension-
less mechanical momentum kick per photon ∂φðXmÞ=∂Xm
to help visualize these nonlinearities. We then obtain the
nonlinear optomechanical unitary U ¼ eiφðXmÞnl, where nl
is the photon number operator of the field entering or
leaving the cavity. Notably, for this model, the only
approximation made here is that the cavity is adiabatic,
i.e., _a ≃ 0 [49]. Thus, our framework is applicable beyond
the linearized regime and, furthermore, overcomes the
limitations of previous works that model the optomechan-
ical interaction as eiμnlXm , e.g., Refs. [50,51], by accounting
for the nonlinear response of the cavity. Figure 1(b) shows
the rotation of an optical coherent state jαi by angle φðXmÞ
following the nonlinear optomechanical interaction, where
information about the mechanical position is encoded on
both the optical phase Pl and amplitude Xl quadratures.
The optical field is then measured by general-dyne detec-
tion [cf. Fig. 1(c)], which uses two homodyne detectors
to measure both optical quadratures in a proportion con-
trolled by a variable beam splitter B with transmission
coefficient ζ.
Nonlinear pulsed position measurement.—A pulsed

interaction much shorter than a mechanical period enables
a BAE position measurement [42,43] as the mechanical
free evolution (and, indeed, mechanical dissipation) is
negligible during this timescale. Such operations require
the unresolved-sideband regime (κ ≫ ωm) to accommodate
the pulse within the cavity bandwidth. Here, we consider
such a pulsed interaction taking into account the cavity
optomechanical nonlinearities. Following the nonlinear
interaction U, the general-dyne measurement outcomes
are then used to estimate the mechanical position. The
interaction and measurement are described by the

FIG. 1. Cavity quantum optomechanical nonlinearities. (a) Plot of the optical phase φðXmÞ and the dimensionless mechanical
momentum kick per photon ∂φðXmÞ=∂Xm arising from the cavity-enhanced nonlinear optomechanical interaction. Here, μ ∝ g0=κ is the
dimensionless coupling strength, Xm is the mechanical position quadrature, and the detuning is Δ ¼ 0. (b) In optical phase space there is
a position-dependent rotation of an input coherent state owing to the nonlinearities of the radiation-pressure interaction and the cavity
response. Our framework goes well beyond both the linearized regime, which approximates the rotation as a displacement, and
treatments where the interaction is modeled as the unitary eiμnlXm, which neglects the cavity response. (c) Position measurement scheme.
An optical coherent state jαi interacts with an optomechanical cavity and is then measured by general-dyne detection, which may be
realized with a beam splitter of variable transmission coefficient ζ, vacuum on one input, and amplitude and phase homodyne
measurements at the outputs. Our scheme and theoretical formalism are broadly applicable with example nonlinear optomechanical
systems including (i) photonic crystals, (ii) microwave LC resonators, and (iii) levitation-based or cold-atom implementations.
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measurement operatorϒ ¼ hXljhPljBUjαij0i, which local-
izes the mechanical state according to ρ → ϒρϒ†=P,
where P ¼ trðϒ†ϒρÞ is the probability for the general-
dyne outcome ðXl; PlÞ. More explicitly, ϒ is

ϒ¼ 1ffiffiffi
π

p exp

�
−
1

2
ðXl −

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1− ζ2

p
XαfRÞ2 −

1

2
ðPl − ζXαfIÞ2

− iζXαPlfR þ i
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1− ζ2

p
XαXlfI −

i
2
ð1− 2ζ2ÞX2

αfRfI

�
;

ð1Þ

where α ¼ Xα=
ffiffiffi
2

p
is the coherent optical amplitude,

assumed to be real without loss of generality, and fR ¼
Re½fðXmÞ� and fI ¼ Im½fðXmÞ� [49].
We consider a resonant pulsed drive (Δ ¼ 0) and an

initial thermal mechanical state with position variance σ2 ¼
hX2

mi ¼ n̄þ 1=2 for mean occupation n̄. The pulsed
interaction gives rise to optical phase shifts depending
on the mechanical position distribution and the nonlinearity
of φðXmÞ. Such optical states, with spread determined by
μσ, are plotted in Fig. 2(a) using the Husimi-Q function.
Note that, with increasing μσ, the maxima ofQ move away
from Xl ¼ Xα toward Xl ¼ −Xα and the probability of
landing within the linear response quickly vanishes. In the
limit μσ → ∞, the input coherent state rotates through an
angle �π in phase space and the mechanical state is
unchanged.
Optical loss, including detection inefficiencies, are

modeled by a beam splitter of transmission η placed before
the general-dyne detector [52]. As the pulsed unitary U is a
function of mechanical position Xm alone, optical loss will
induce changes in the mechanical momentum [49], while
the only effect to the final position marginal is to reduce the
strength of the measurement via Xα → ηXα in Eq. (1).
The Bayesian inference associated with the general-dyne

measurement reduces the mechanical variance from σ2 to
σ2f, which, in contrast to the linearized regime, depends on
the measurement outcome ðXl; PlÞ. As Xl and Pl are
continuous variables, we average over all measurement
outcomes to quantify the performance of reducing the
position variance E½σ2f� ¼

R
dXl

R
dPlPðXl; PlÞσ2f [53].

Figure 2(b) shows the averaged variance E½σ2f� as a function
of μσ for the optimal beam splitter transmission coefficient
ζopt demonstrating squeezing well below the ground-state
width. Here, ζopt is computed numerically and is plotted in
Fig. 2(c) up to a maximum value of μσ corresponding to
g0=κ ≈ 0.16 for the fixed σ2 ¼ 500. At small and large μσ,
the Q function is aligned mostly along the Pl axis, and,
hence, the optimal beam splitter transmission coefficient is
close to ζ ¼ 1, which agrees with the predictions of the
linearized approximation for small μσ. While for inter-
mediate μσ, Q is aligned mostly parallel to the Xl axis, so
the optimal setting is closer to ζ ¼ 0. For comparison,

Fig. 2(b) also plots E½σ2f� for a phase-homodyne measure-
ment ζ ¼ 1, which misses the mechanical information
encoded on the optical amplitude quadrature causing the
averaged variance to grow after μσ ≃ 0.5. Thus, despite ζopt
being close to 1 at high μσ, the E½σ2f� curves for ζopt and
ζ ¼ 1 still differ and we explore their convergence for even
higher values of μσ in the Supplemental Material [49]. The
nonlinear pulsed model we introduce here enables BAE
position measurement well beyond the validity of the
linearized regime, even when only the phase quadrature
is measured. Moreover, Fig. 2(b) shows that the amount of
quantum squeezing continues to increase as one exits the
linearized regime. A Gaussian approximation in Xm may
also be made to the position measurement [49], which
agrees with the exact theory for all μσ, and with the
linearized approximation within its range of applicability,
as shown in Fig. 2.
Nonlinear continuous position measurement.—In addi-

tion to pulsed measurements, our scheme in Fig. 1(c) can be

FIG. 2. Nonlinear pulsed position measurement. (a) Q func-
tions of the optical pulse after the optomechanical interaction for
Xα ¼ 10 and increasing μσ. For an animation, see the Supple-
mental Material [49]. [Color scale: white to dark red corresponds
to Q ¼ 0 to Q ¼ maxðQÞ.] (b) Plot of the mechanical position
variance averaged over all measurement outcomes, using either
the optimal general-dyne or a phase-homodyne measurement
(ζ ¼ 1), as a function of μσ for Xα ¼ 200, and σ2 ¼ 500. The
gray shaded area indicates quantum squeezing, and for these
parameters squeezing below 12 dB is achievable using the
optimal general-dyne. The orange shaded area indicates where
the error from the linearized approximation is less than 1%, which
ends at μσ ¼ 0.08. (c) Plot of the optimal beam splitter trans-
mission coefficient ζopt. Agreement is seen between the exact
case and the Gaussian approximation.
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used for continuous position measurement, where the
record of general-dyne outcomes can be used to best
estimate the quantum trajectory of the mechanical motion
in the presence of the nonlinearities via a stochastic master
equation (SME). The SME is derived by writing the optical
drive as jαj2 ¼ 2kdt, where k describes the photon flux, and
expanding Eq. (1) to first order in dt [49]. The full SME,
including mechanical open-system dynamics, is

dρ¼ −
i
ℏ
½H0;ρ�dtþD½c�ρdtþD½L�ρdt

þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ð1− ζ2Þη

q
H½c�ρdWXl

þ ζ
ffiffiffi
η

p
H½−ic�ρdWPl

; ð2Þ

where H0=ℏ ¼ ωmb†b, ωm is the mechanical angular
frequency, the superoperators are given by D½O�ρ¼
OρO†− 1

2
fO†O;ρg and H½O�ρ¼OρþρO†−hOþO†iρ,

the measurement output operator is c ¼ ffiffiffiffiffi
2k

p
fðXmÞ, and

L¼ ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffið4γkbTÞ=ðℏωmÞ
p

Xmþ i
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiðℏωmγÞ=ð4kbTÞ

p
Pm, which

models quantum Brownian motion [54]. Here, T is the
environmental temperature, γ is the mechanical decay rate,
and η is the measurement efficiency. Further, the Wiener
increments for the Xl and Pl measurements obey
dWidWj ¼ δi;jdt and E½dWi� ¼ 0, for i; j ¼ Xl; Pl, where
E represents the stochastic average. The SME of Eq. (2) is
valid provided the cavity can be adiabatically eliminated,
which is readily achieved in the unresolved-sideband
regime, and for resolved-sideband systems, κ must be
larger than the interaction rate [49].
For a continuous-input drive, the measurement records

of the Xl and Pl homodyne detectors are dyXl
¼ hfRidtþ

dWXl
=

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
8ηð1 − ζ2Þk

p
and dyPl

¼ hfIidtþ dWPl
=

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
8ηζk

p
,

respectively [55,56]. And, the general-dyne measurement
currents are defined by XlðtÞ ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
4kηð1 − ζ2Þ=τ

p R
t
t−τ dyXl

and PlðtÞ ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
4kηζ2=τ

p R
t
t−τ dyPl

, where τ is the integration
time of the homodyne detectors. Here, 1=τ must be much
faster than all other relevant rates, such that the SME in
Eq. (2) accurately models the continuous measurement
[57]. Also, at μ ¼ 0 the measurement currents are normal-
ized to give EðX2

l Þ − EðXlÞ2 ¼ EðP2
l Þ − EðPlÞ2 ¼ 1=2,

EðPlÞ ¼ 0, and EðXlÞ ¼ Xα

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ηð1 − ζ2Þ

p
, with X2

α ¼ 4kτ.
For small optical rotations (μσ ≪ 1), Eq. (2) reduces to

the standard SME of linearized optomechanics as c ¼ffiffiffiffiffi
2k

p
fðXmÞ ≈

ffiffiffiffiffi
2k

p þ i
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2μ2k

p
Xm and μ2k recovers the

linearized measurement rate 2g2=κ, where g is the linear-
ized coupling rate [58,59]. However, we find that a distinct
Gaussian limit of Eq. (2) exists beyond linearized opto-
mechanics for arbitrarily large optical rotations. Curiously,
in this regime, the evolution of the mechanical covariance
matrix is stochastic as the variances depend on the
measurement outcomes. We thus term this new Gaussian
regime of operation the stochastic Gaussian regime. To
derive this regime, at every time step t → tþ dt we write

μXm ¼ μhXmi þ μYm in Eq. (2). Provided VarðμYmÞ ≪ 1,
which implies weak single-photon coupling, we then
expand the SME to first order in μYm, and the small
optical phase shifts μYm may be integrated to obtain
arbitrarily large optical rotations over a finite duration.
Introducing r ¼ ðYm; PmÞT, the dynamics of the first
moments hri ¼ trðρrÞ and the covariance matrix elements
Vij ¼ hfri; rjgi=2 − hriihrji can be computed from the
Gaussian approximation to Eq. (2). In the stochastic
Gaussian regime, the dynamics of an initial Gaussian
mechanical state are completely described by a stochastic
differential equation for hri and a stochastic Riccati
equation for V:

dhri ¼ ðMhri þ dÞdtþ N
ffiffiffi
η

p
dW; ð3Þ

_V ¼ MV þ VMT þD − NηNT: ð4Þ

Here, η ¼ diagðη; η; 0Þ and dW ¼ ðdWXl
; dWPl

; 0ÞT. We
have also introduced the displacement vector d and the drift
M, diffusion D, and noise N matrices, given in the
Supplemental Material [49]. See, e.g., Ref. [60] for other
usage of the Riccati equation. Note, Eq. (4) is stochastic as
M, D, and N depend on the mean position hXmi.
For a fixed drive frequency at Δ ¼ 0, the optical phase

shift averaged over a given stochastic trajectory is positive
because the radiation-pressure force causes a nonzero time-
averaged mean mechanical position. Hence, to maximize
the amount of light that enters the cavity, and ensure the
time-averaged optical phase shift is zero, we model a lock
of the pump field to the mean cavity resonance frequency
using a third-order Butterworth filter with a cutoff fre-
quency at 0.5ωm. This locking effectively cancels the
slowly varying component of hXmi, while the dynamics
and fluctuations of the mechanical position are still
measured.
The dynamics of the mechanical Gaussian state gov-

erned by Eqs. (3) and (4) are solved numerically using an
Euler-Maruyama method [61]. Here, we use a parameter set
(see the caption of Fig. 3) based on sliced-photonic crystal
structures [17,45], and more parameter sets are explored in
the Supplemental Material [49]. For this continuous meas-
urement, we choose a beam splitter coefficient of ζ ¼
1=

ffiffiffi
2

p
corresponding to heterodyne detection, which is

readily implemented using a single balanced detector and a
frequency-offset local oscillator. Figure 3(a) shows the
general-dyne measurement currents with time for a given
stochastic trajectory, and the corresponding means hXmi
and hPmi are plotted in Fig. 3(b). We see the evolution of
the means is anharmonic resulting from the optomechanical
nonlinearities. Meanwhile, Fig. 3(c) plots the general-dyne
currents as a 2D histogram in optical phase space, which is
symmetric due to the drive locking. Figure 3(d) shows the
position variance VX, the momentum variance VP, and
the minimum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix Vmin for
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the same trajectory, and the dashed lines indicate the mean
of the minimum value of these quantities over 100 runs,
each lasting 100 mechanical periods. We also plot the
effective thermal occupation n̄eff ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
detðVÞp

− 1=2 ¼
½1=trðρ2Þ − 1�=2 averaged over the 100 runs. These plots
show that for the modest parameters used here, quantum
squeezing below 3 dB ðVmin; VX < 0.25Þ and effective
ground-state cooling are achievable in the stochastic
Gaussian regime.
Conclusions and outlook.—We introduce a framework

for cavity quantum optomechanics that captures the non-
linearities of both radiation pressure and the cavity
response. As a natural first application of this framework,
we study mechanical position measurement in the presence
of these nonlinearities, which enables mechanical informa-
tion encoded on both optical quadratures throughout the
full cavity phase response of �π to be measured via optical
general-dyne detection. Our scheme can be employed with
backaction-evading pulsed measurements or with continu-
ous measurements, and we derive a measurement operator
and a stochastic master equation for each mode of oper-
ation, respectively. As well as recovering the linearized
theory, our framework is capable of describing the three
regimes where the linearized approximation fails: (i) the

weak single-photon-coupling regime but with significant
optical rotations, (ii) the strong single-photon-coupling
regime, and (iii) systems operating at low light levels.
Thus, this treatment vastly extends the range that cavity
optomechanical position measurement can be performed
and enables the identification of new regimes of operation,
such as the stochastic Gaussian regimewe identify and term
here. In addition to describing how to perform mechanical
quantum squeezing by measurement in nonlinear systems,
our formalism will also lead to a broad range of exper-
imental and theoretical advances in sensing, mechanical
quantum state engineering, and quantum measurement and
control.
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