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Cold atoms stay cool
Methods for studying Bose–Einstein condensation in ultracold gases have been under development for over 40 years. 
A highly sophisticated suite of techniques has emerged from rapid technological advances that show no sign of 
slowing down.

Jook Walraven

The sophistication of present 
experiments with ultracold gases 
would be inconceivable without the 

great instrumental advances following the 
discovery of Bose–Einstein condensation 
(BEC) in 19951,2. The first experiments were 
fascinating because of the BEC phenomenon 
itself. It took no more than a cloud of 1,000 
trapped rubidium atoms and a good digital 
camera to observe the condensate as a 
distinct feature at the centre. Today, with the 
first condensate in space3, it is good to recall 
the advances that brought us here.

Let us consider the cascade of 
experimental methods that have been 
applied to push the boundaries of what can 
be achieved with ultracold gases. At the 
time of the discovery, the search for BEC 
had been a small but recognized field for 
many years. In 1980, it had been shown that 
a gas of spin-polarized bosonic hydrogen4 
and fermionic deuterium5 atoms could 
be trapped and studied for minutes at 
subkelvin temperatures. This regime was 
reached under quasi-equilibrium conditions 
using thermal contact with the surface of 
superfluid helium.

In the earliest experiments, the total 
number of atoms was determined by 
removing their trap after a variable 
holding time and measuring the heat of 
recombination into molecules using a 
cryogenic bolometer5. The approach of 
using the free evolution to probe ultracold 
gases has proven invaluable to the present 
day, for example, to study shape oscillations 
or coherence properties in time-of-flight 
measurements. In the case of hydrogen, 
rapid progress was also made with 
non-destructive methods, such as measuring 
pressure at constant volume or by using 
magnetic resonance methods to follow the 
evolution of internal states6.

By the mid-1980s there was a fairly 
complete understanding of the relaxation 
and recombination phenomena limiting 
the stability of the gas. In particular, 
recombination losses that were enhanced 
by the superfluid helium surface severely 
limited the prospects for reaching the BEC 
regime. This not only made the search 

for surface-free confinement methods the 
logical next step but also closed the existing 
detection toolbox of the experimentalist.

Progress was made by loading 
cryogenically cooled gases into a magnetic 
potential well designed to keep the atoms 
away from surrounding surfaces7,8. The 
loading principle is based on thermal 
equilibration of the atoms by collisions 
in the trapping potential. The energy 
introduced by trapping is carried away by 
‘hot’ atoms from the high-energy tail of 
the thermal distribution escaping the trap 
and colliding with surrounding surfaces. 
Even better, by completely removing the 
hot atoms, the cooling can be continued 
to temperatures far below the surface 
temperature9. During this evaporative 
cooling process the gas volume contracts 
in the trap, enabling the gas density — a 
key parameter for achieving BEC — to be 
conserved during the process.

Alongside these developments in 
studying hydrogen, the neutron became the 
first neutral particle trapped in a magnetic 
storage ring10 and optical laser cooling had 
been demonstrated with trapped ions11,12. 
In the wake of these developments, the first 
neutral atom to be trapped was sodium. 
Using a ‘Zeeman slower’, a beam of sodium 
atoms was optically cooled to form an 
ultracold atomic cloud that could be held at 
rest in a magnetic trap13.

The discovery of optical molasses14, 
sub-Doppler cooling in optical lattices15 
and the development of time-of-flight 
absorption imaging by digital cameras15 
strongly stimulated the field. With the 
realization of the magneto-optical trap, it 
became possible to both cool and trap the 
atoms in one and the same configuration16. 
These great achievements on optical cooling 
and trapping were recognized with the 
Nobel Prize in Physics in 1997.

The optical methods used with the 
alkalis have the advantage of being 
much more experimentally flexible 
compared with exotic methods used with 
hydrogen. The availability of single-mode 
diode lasers, the realization of the vapour 
cell magneto-optical trap17 and later the 

time-orbiting potential trap18 simplified 
entry into the field and attracted the interest 
of a growing audience.

Scientifically, these advances broadened 
the search for BEC from hydrogen, as an 
exceptional atom with unique properties, to 
any bosonic element from the periodic table 
that would be accessible to an appropriate 
optical cooling scheme. Both the optical 
and the evaporative approaches to cooling 
and trapping turned out to be essential 
for meeting the conditions for BEC. They 
also enabled the surge of experiments with 
Bose–Einstein condensed gases following 
the Nobel-Prize-winning discoveries using 
rubidium1 and sodium2 atoms in 1995.

After the first BEC experiments, the 
field broadened and began to overlap with 
condensed-matter physics. Advances in 
optical lattices enabled the study of quantum 
phases and phase transitions such as the 
superfluid-to-Mott-insulator transition19. 
The present status of this direction of 
quantum engineering using methods from 
Floquet theory is discussed in ref. 20 in this 
Nature Physics Insight. Microscopic imaging 
for individual atom and spin measurements, 
discussed in ref. 21, have also brought 
ultracold gas measurements closer to the 
methods familiar in condensed-matter 
studies. A review of the currently available 
spectroscopic probes is given in ref. 22.

The search for new condensates was 
successful. The achievement of BEC using 
electronically excited metastable helium 
atoms was a particular milestone as it 
provided single-atom detection sensitivity 
in three dimensions and a new tool for 
experimental quantum optics23.

More generally, inter-atomic interactions 
can be controlled by using magnetic fields 
to manipulate Feshbach resonances that 
occur during atomic collisions24. Together 
with advances in optical dipole traps, 
these have helped achieve BEC in a broad 
class of bosonic systems, with the latest 
developments discussed in ref. 25.

Manipulation of Feshbach resonances 
enabled the thermalization in Fermi gases26, 
soon followed by the formation of molecular 
condensates27,28. By tuning interactions in 
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a Bose gas, one can cover the range from 
the weakly interacting limit to strongly 
interacting conditions like those in liquid 
helium29. By passing through the Feshbach 
resonance a special, universal ‘unitarity’ 
regime can be reached where the two-body 
elastic cross-section reaches the maximum 
value allowed by quantum mechanics.

Experiments like these have established 
fluidic ultracold atomic systems without 
a lattice as a platform suited for accurate 
quantum simulation30–32. Developments in 
this direction using the rich properties of 
lanthanide atoms, reviewed in ref. 33, have 
enabled the observation of the consequences 
of long-range interactions such as magnetic 
droplet formation34 and supersolidity35.

The advances in using optical tweezers 
to control atoms and molecules, reviewed in 
ref. 36, seemed far beyond the horizon for a 
long time, especially because optical cooling 
of molecules was inconceivable. The impact 
of the latest experiments reminds me of 
the excitement after the first observation of 
quantum jumps with a single ion37 and of 
the first dipole trap38.

The development of optical box 
potentials as discussed in ref. 39 provides 
new trapping geometries that are essential 
for studying gases under homogeneous 
conditions. This is research in the best 
tradition of ultracold atom physics and 
responds to issues that have been on the 
wish list of theoreticians for a long time.

The seven contributions to this Insight 
show that the technological innovation 
in the field of ultracold atoms is as alive 
as ever. As I wrote in 199540: a fascinating 
period lies ahead. ❐

Jook Walraven ✉
Van der Waals-Zeeman Institute, Institute of Physics, 
University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam,  
The Netherlands.  
✉e-mail: J.T.M.Walraven@uva.nl

Published: xx xx xxxx 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01453-3

References
	1.	 Anderson, M. H., Ensher, J. R., Matthews, M. R., Wieman, C. E. & 

Cornell, E. A. Science 269, 198–201 (1995).
	2.	 Davis, K. B. et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 3969–3973 (1995).
	3.	 Becker, D. et al. Nature 562, 391–395 (2018).
	4.	 Silvera, I. F. & Walraven, J. T. M. Phys. Rev. Lett. 44,  

164–168 (1980).
	5.	 Silvera, I. F. & Walraven, J. T. M. Phys. Rev. Lett. 45,  

1268–1271 (1980).
	6.	 Luiten, O. J., Reynolds, M. W. & Walraven, J. T. M. Phys. Rev. A 

53, 381–389 (1996).
	7.	 Hess, H. F. et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 672–675 (1987).
	8.	 van Roijen, R., Berkhout, J. J., Jaakkola, S. & Walraven, J. T. M. 

Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 931–934 (1988).
	9.	 Hess, H. F. Phys. Rev. B 34, 3476–3479 (1986).
	10.	Kügler, K.-J., Paul, W. & Trinks, U. Phys. Lett. B 72, 422–424 (1978).
	11.	Wineland, D. J., Drullinger, R. E. & Walls, F. L. Phys. Rev. Lett. 40, 

1639–1642 (1978).
	12.	Neuhauser, W., Hohenstatt, M., Toschek, P. & Dehmelt, H.  

Phys. Rev. Lett. 41, 233–236 (1978).
	13.	Migdall, A. L., Prodan, J. V., Phillips, W. D., Bergeman, T. H. & 

Metcalf, H. J. Phys. Rev. Lett. 54, 2596–2599 (1985).
	14.	Chu, S., Hollberg, L., Bjorkholm, J. E., Cable, A. & Ashkin, A. 

Phys. Rev. Lett. 55, 48–51 (1985).
	15.	Lett, P. D. et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 169–172 (1988).

	16.	Raab, E. L., Prentiss, M., Cable, A., Chu, S. & Pritchard, D. E. 
Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 2631–2634 (1987).

	17.	Monroe, C., Swann, W., Robinson, H. & Wieman, C. Phys. Rev. 
Lett. 65, 1571–1574 (1990).

	18.	Petrich, W., Anderson, M. H., Ensher, J. R. & Cornell, E. A. Phys. 
Rev. Lett. 74, 3352–3355 (1995).

	19.	Greiner, M., Mandel, O., Esslinger, T., Hänsch, T. W. & Bloch, I. 
Nature 415, 39–44 (2002).

	20.	Weitenberg, C. & Simonet, J. Nat. Phys. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41567-021-01316-x (2021).

	21.	Gross, C. & Bakr, W. Nat. Phys. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-
021-01370-5 (2021).

	22.	Vale, C. J. & Zwierlein, M. Nat. Phys. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41567-021-01434-6 (2021).

	23.	Jeltes, T. et al. Nature 445, 402–405 (2007).
	24.	Roberts, J. L. et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 5109–5112 (1998).
	25.	Schreck, F. & van Druten, K. Nat. Phys. https://doi.org/10.1038/

s41567-021-01379-w (2021).
	26.	Loftus, T., Regal, C. A., Ticknor, C., Bohn, J. L. & Jin, D. S. Phys. 

Rev. Lett. 88, 173201 (2002).
	27.	Greiner, M., Regal, C. & Jin, D. Nature 426, 537–540 (2003).
	28.	Jochim, S. et al. Science 302, 2101–2103 (2003).
	29.	Chevy, F. & Salomon, C. J. Phys. B 49, 192001 (2016).
	30.	Navon, N., Nascimbène, S., Chevy, F. & Salomon, C. Science 328, 

729–732 (2010).
	31.	Van Houcke, K. et al. Nat. Phys. 318, 366–370 (2012).
	32.	Cabrera, C. R. et al. Science 359, 301–304 (2018).
	33.	Norcia, M. & Ferlaino, F. Nat. Phys. https://doi.org/10.1038/

s41567-021-01398-7 (2021).
	34.	Schmitt, M., Wenzel, M., Böttcher, F., Ferrier-Barbut, I. & Pfau, T. 

Nature 539, 259–262 (2016).
	35.	Norcia, M. A. et al. Nature 596, 357–361 (2016).
	36.	Kaufman, A. M. & Ni, K.-K. Nat. Phys. https://doi.org/10.1038/

s41567-021-01357-2 (2021).
	37.	Sauter, T. H., Neuhauser, W., Blatt, R. & Toschek, P. E. Phys. Rev. 

Lett. 57, 1696–1698 (1986).
	38.	Chu, S., Bjorkholm, J. E., Ashkin, A. & Cable, A. Phys. Rev. Lett. 

57, 314–317 (1986).
	39.	Navon, N., Smith, R. P. & Hadzibabic, Z. Nat. Phys. https://doi.

org/10.1038/s41567-021-01403-z (2021).
	40.	Walraven, J. Europhys. News 26, 77–78 (1995).

Competing interests
The author declares no competing interests.

Comment | INSIGHT

Nature Physics | www.nature.com/naturephysics


