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Abstract. We propose new applications of Floquet theory in Rydberg atoms

for constructing quantum entangling gates in atomic ground-state manifolds. By

dynamically periodically modulating the Rabi frequencies of transitions between

ground and Rydberg states of atoms, error-resilient two-qubit entangling gates can

be implemented in the regime of Rydberg blockade. According to different degrees

of Floquet theory utilization, the fidelity of the resulting controlled gates surpasses

that of the original reference, and it exhibits high robustness against Rabi error in

two qubits and detuning error in the control qubit. Our method only uses encoding

in the ground states, and compared to the original scheme using Rydberg state for

encoding, it is less susceptible to environmental interference, making it more practical

to implement. Therefore, our approach may have broader applications or potential for

further expansion of geometric quantum computation with neutral atoms.

Keywords: Rydberg atoms, quantum computation, Floquet engineering, geometric

phase

1. Introduction

As one of the main themes in physics of this century, the geometric phase [1–4] has

received much attention in quantum computing. Quantum computing can provide more

efficient solutions than traditional computers in areas such as prime factorization [5–7]

and machine learning [8–10]. Because a geometric phase depends only on the evolution

path, quantum gates constructed through geometric phases have better anti-internal

noise interference ability [11–15]. The geometric phase theory of quantum systems is

the foundation of various patterns of geometric quantum computation. Starting from

the seminal adiabatic geometric quantum computation (GQC) [16–19] based on Berry

phases and adiabatic holonomic quantum computation [20–22] based on adiabatic non-

Abelian geometric phases, it has gradually developed to include nonadiabatic geometric

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

00
47

1v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 3
 J

ul
 2

02
4



Floquet geometric entangling gates in ground-state manifolds of Rydberg atoms 2

quantum computation (NGQC) [23–29] based on nonadiabatic Abelian geometric

phases, and non-adiabatic holonomic geometric quantum computation (NHQC) [30–43]

based on nonadiabatic non-Abelian geometric phases. Due to the limited ability of these

non-adiabatic gates to address laser control errors, to tackle this issue, the application

of periodic control pulses in the GQC scenario is gradually increasing [44–47].

Recently, a new calculation scheme, Floquet geometric quantum computa-

tion (FGQC) [48], has gained significant attention, where universal error-resistant geo-

metric gates can be constructed via a non-Abelian geometric phase. In the framework

of traditional GQC scheme, add a periodic function that rapidly changes over time

to the Rabi frequency Ω0. In this scenario, the effective Hamiltonian of the original

Hamiltonian is determined, simplified, and reduced to a form suitable for straightfor-

ward calculation. This effective Hamiltonian enables the determination of parameters

crucial for constructing the corresponding geometric entangling gates. The theoretical

framework for solving these gate parameters is referred to as Floquet theory. FGQC has

recently been demonstrated in experiments with utracold atoms [49]. However, although

the original Floquet two-qubit scheme using atomic Rydberg states for encoding qubits

can achieve gate operations in a single step, Rydberg states are necessarily manipu-

lated in low-temperature and high-vacuum environments, which means they are highly

sensitive to external interference and may affect the accuracy of computational results.

Furthermore, it is evident from the matrix expression given in equation (B.8) that the

original Floquet scheme cannot imple ructing controlled-X gate and controlled-T gate.

We discard the approach of using excited state encoding in favor of ground state encod-

ing, thereby applying the Floquet theory. And if two of atomic ground states are used

for encoding qubit, they are easier to prepare and control than Rydberg states, making

the gate implementation simpler, less sensitive to external interference, more feasible in

practical applications.

In this paper, we apply Floquet theory to construct two-qubit geometric

entangling gates in ground-state manifolds of Rydberg atoms in the regime of Rydberg

blockade [50–54]. The performances of resulting quantum gates are analyzed with

respect to different degrees of Floquet engineering, decay rate, and different quantum

gates. We compare the proposed Floquet gate scheme with the original one, and perform

numerical simulations in the presence of certain system control errors. The numerical

results indicate that, compared with the reference Rydberg-state Floquet gate, the

present ground-state Floquet gate can gain higher fidelity and better robustness to

control errors. When ignoring the atomic decay, using the Floquet scheme for both

the control and target qubits will achieve higher fidelity and robustness. When there

is a decay rate, using the Floquet scheme only for the target qubit will achieve higher

fidelity while maintaining high robustness. In addition, the controlled phase gate has

high robustness to decay rates, which has been analyzed and demonstrated in the article.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. 2, we analyzed the general theory of

Floquet geometric entangling gates in the regime of Rydberg blockade. In Sec. 3, we

introduced and derived two new schemes with the Floquet scheme in Rydberg-blockade
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(a)

(b)

Figure 1. Energy level diagram of two Rydberg atoms with RRI strength V for

constructing the two-qubit entangling gates in (a) scheme A and (b) scheme B.

gates, demonstrating the feasibility of the proposed schemes. In Sec. 4, we select two sets

of possible parameters, providing numerical simulations for both corresponding schemes

to validate their performance. We examine the robustness with respect to Rabi error δ

and the fidelity in different schemes for CNOT and CT gates. Subsequently, we analyze

the impact of spontaneous emission on the gate schemes, identify the relatively superior

scheme in each scenario, and offer optimization suggestions. The conclusion is presented

in Sec. 5.

2. Physical model with two Rydberg atoms

Consider a two-atom system where two atoms interact with each other through the

van der Waals Rydberg-Rydberg interaction (RRI). For constricting a conditioned two-

qubit entangling gate, we specify the control and target qubits, as shown in figures 1(a)

and 1(b). The two atoms have two ground states |g⟩ and |e⟩ encoding qubits and a

Rydberg state |r⟩ mediating RRI between the permanent dipole moments of Rydberg

states excited by a constant electric field, which are far greater than the laser Rabi

frequency, to entangle atoms.

To implement gate operations under distributed laser control, we conduct a three-

step scheme in the regime of Rydberg blockade. (i) Apply a π-pulse on the control

qubit to induce the atomic transition from the ground |g⟩ to the Rydberg state |r⟩,
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with Rabi frequency Ω1. (ii) Apply pulses on the target qubit that drives separately

the transitions from |g⟩ and |e⟩ states to the Rydberg state, with time-dependent Rabi

frequencies Ω0r(t) and Ω1r(t), respectively. (iii) Apply a −π-pulse on the control qubit

to deexcite the atom from the Rydberg state to the ground state |g⟩, with a Rabi

frequency −Ω1. For the system remaining in the Rydberg blockade regime, a strong

RRI strength is assumed V ≫ Ω1, Ω0r(t), Ω1r(t). In the Rydberg blockade regime, the

system Hamiltonian containing the three steps can be written as

H(t) =
Ω1

2
|g⟩1⟨r| ⊗ I+

Ω0r(t)

2
eiφ0(t)|e⟩1⟨e| ⊗ |g⟩2⟨r|

+
Ω1r(t)

2
eiφ1(t)|e⟩1⟨e| ⊗ |e⟩2⟨r|+H.c. (1)

I is the identity operator acting on the Rydberg atom.

To achieve a Floquet two-qubit gate, we introduce a periodic function f(wt) =

cos(wt) and a constant θ, and set Ω0r(t) = sin(θ/2)f(wt)Ω0 and Ω1r(t) =

cos(θ/2)f(wt)Ω0. Then the laser pulses of target qubit can be written as Ω(t) =√
Ω2

0r(t) + Ω2
1r(t) = f(wt)Ω0, where tan(θ/2) = Ω0r(t)/ Ω1r(t). Expressing |g⟩ ⊗ |e⟩

in a reduced form |ge⟩, then rewrite the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) as

H(t) =
Ω1

2
|g⟩1⟨r| ⊗ I

+
f(wt)

2
Ω0

[
sin

θ

2
eiφ0(t)|eg⟩⟨er|+ cos

θ

2
eiφ1(t)|ee⟩⟨er|

]
+H.c. (2)

Based on this Hamiltonian, we next show two different schemes to implement Floquet

geometric entangling gates in the Rydberg blockade regime.

3. Floquet geometric entangling gates

In former scheme of FGQC [48], the qubit contain a Rydberg state, for which such an

encoding way makes it easier to achieve coupling between qubits but makes the quantum

gates more susceptible to environmental interference compared to the gates with ground-

state qubits, because Rydberg states would suffer higher decoherence rates and have a

relatively shorter lifetime. Moreover, It requires precise experimental conditions and

a high degree of control accuracy to manipulate Rydberg states, demanding advanced

experimental equipment and techniques. Therefore, here we utilize two ground states

to encode qubit states as |0⟩ ≡ |g⟩ and |1⟩ ≡ |e⟩ respectively, with the state |r⟩ serving
solely as an intermediate state rather than a computational state. Simultaneously

providing I = |0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1|, then we can obtain

H(t) =
Ω1

2
(|00⟩⟨r0|+ |01⟩⟨r1|) + f(wt)

2
Ω0

[
sin

θ

2
eiφ0(t)|10⟩⟨1r|

+ cos
θ

2
eiφ1(t)|11⟩⟨1r|

]
+H.c. (3)
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3.1. Scheme A: Target-qubit Floquet engineering

In this scheme, we combine the standard dynamical gate (DG) with FGQC, referred

to DG-FGQC. In steps (i) and (iii), we employ the DG method, while in step (ii), we

utilize Floquet theory. We initially apply the π pulses Ω1, resonant with the transition

frequency between |0⟩ and |r⟩, in a square wave form on the control qubit. The state

|1⟩ is not affected by the laser. If the control qubit is initially in the state |0⟩, the pulse
sequence Ω1 will bring the control qubit to the Rydberg state, while no change occurs

if the initial state of the control qubit is |1⟩. The pulse duration is T1 = π/Ω1. Then

moving on to the target qubit, due to the presence of RRI, within the Rydberg blockade

regime V ≫ Ω0, the target qubit cannot be excited to the Rydberg state when the

control qubit is initially in the state |0⟩. When the control qubit is initially in the state

|1⟩, the Hamiltonian on the target state in the second step is

Ht(t) =
f(wt)

2
Ω0e

iφ1(t)

[
sin

θ

2
eiφ(t)|0⟩+ cos

θ

2
|1⟩
]
⟨r|+H.c., (4)

with φ0(t) = φ1(t) + φ(t). Then we can define a bright state |b⟩ = sin(θ/2)eiφ(t)|0⟩ +
cos(θ/2)|1⟩, and a decoupled dark state |d⟩ = cos(θ/2)eiφ(t)|0⟩ − sin(θ/2)|1⟩ [55].

Obviously, the effective Hamiltonian only affects the subspace S = Span {|b⟩, |r⟩}, and
then the Hamiltonian (4) can be rewritten as follows

Ht(t) = f(wt)F · n(t), (5)

where F ≡ (σ̃x, σ̃y, σ̃z)
T /2 being the spin operators on the subspace S with

σ̃x = |b⟩ ⟨r| + |r⟩ ⟨b|, σ̃y = −i |b⟩ ⟨r| + i |r⟩ ⟨b|, σ̃z = |b⟩ ⟨b| − |r⟩ ⟨r|, and n(t) ≡
Ω0 (cosφ1(t),− sinφ1(t), 0)

T with the unit vector (cosφ1(t),− sinφ1(t), 0)
T .

According to reference [48], we select R(t) = exp[−i sin(wt)F · n(t)/w], which

satisfies the boundary condition R(τ) = R(0) = I if ωτ = kπ, ∀k ∈ N+. Compared

to Appendix A, we set λ1(t) = wt, λ2(t) = φ(t), H0(λ2) = F · n(λ2) and F(λ1) =
sin(wt)

w

where F(λ1) is the original function of f(λ1) = cos(wt). So we obtain a pure geometric

effective Hamiltonian

Ht(t) = φ̇(t)R†(t)(−i∂/∂φ)R(t), (6)

with R(t) = exp[−iF(λ1)H0(λ2)]. The subsection C in section II in reference [48]

provides a brief introduction to the work reported in reference [45], which indicates that

in a periodically driven system with H(t) = f [λ1(t)]H0[λ2(t)], the adiabatic evolution

of quantum systems within completely degenerate Floquet bands will result in the

formation of non-Abelian geometric phases. Following the method in reference [45],

when w ≫ φ̇(t), and the Hamiltonian varies rapidly with λ1 while changing slowly with

λ2, so the adiabatic operator λ2 does not depend on λ1. We solve equation (6) for the

partial derivative with respect to F(λ1).

∂Ht(F , t)
∂F(λ1)

= H0R
† ∂

∂t
R−R† ∂

∂t
(RH0). (7)



Floquet geometric entangling gates in ground-state manifolds of Rydberg atoms 6

Since R† ∂
∂t
(RH0) = Ḣ0 + iHtH0, then we obtain

∂Ht(F , t)
∂F(λ1)

= −Ḣ0 + i[H0, Ht]. (8)

To calculate the effective HamiltonianHeff (t) more conveniently, following the form

H0(t) = F ·n(t), we set Ht(F , t) = F ·X and substitute it into equation (8) and subtract

F from both sides of the equation to obtain

∂X

∂F
= −ṅ+ n×X, (9)

with the initial condition X(F , t) = 0 for F = 0. A solution to this equation is

X(F , t) = −F (n · ṅ)n
n2

−sin(Fn)(n× ṅ)× n

n3
−[cos(Fn)−1]

(n× ṅ)

n2
, (10)

where n = |n|. Then, we can obtain Hamiltonian through Ht(F , t) = F · X and

F(wt) = sin(wt)
w

:

Ht(t) = − sin(wt)

w

(n · ṅ)n · F
n2

− sin
[
sin(wt)

n

w

] (n× ṅ)× n · F
n3

−
{
cos
[
sin(wt)

n

w

]
− 1
} (n× ṅ) · F

n2
(11)

Clearly, under the periodic driving of f(wt) = cos(wt), the average of the first and second

terms in equation (11) is zero, and does not contribute to the effective HamiltonianHeff .

The third term of the equation contributes to the effective Hamiltonian:

Heff(t) = [1− J0(
n

w
)]
(n× ṅ) · F

n2
, (12)

where J0(a) = 1
2π

∫ 2π

0
eia sin θdθ is the zero-order Bessel function. Due to n(t) =

Ω0 (cosφ1(t),− sinφ1(t), 0)
T , we have n = |n| = Ω0, then the effective Hamiltonian

can be written as

Heff(t) = [1− J0(Ω0/w)]F · [n(t)× ṅ(t)]/Ω2
0, (13)

Set φ1(t) = Nt, and then from the evolution operator U = T e−i
∫ τ
0 Heff(t)dt at time t = τ ,

we get

U(τ, 0) =

(
e−iCτ 0

0 eiCτ

)
. (14)

with C ≡− (N/2) [1− J0(Ω0/w)], at the basis {|b⟩, |r⟩} of the target qubit.

The dark state |d⟩ is constructed to be orthogonal to the bright state, and it does

not change after the laser changes the bright state. So we write the evolution operator

as

U(τ, 0) = e−iCτ |b⟩ ⟨b|+ eiCτ |r⟩ ⟨r|+ |d⟩ ⟨d|. (15)

Here, since |r⟩ serves as an auxiliary intermediate state uninvolved in the qubit states,

we can rewrite Eq. (15) as

U(τ, 0) = e−iCτ |b⟩ ⟨b|+ |d⟩ ⟨d|. (16)
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To obtain the control parameters for the target qubit, we transform the two-qubit basis

vectors into {|10⟩ , |11⟩} and then obtain a new evolution matrix

U(τ, 0) =

(
e−iCτ sin

(
θ
2

)2
+ cos

(
θ
2

)2
e−iCτ sin θ eiφ

2
− sin θ eiφ

2

e−iCτ sin θ e−iφ

2
− sin θ e−iφ

2
e−iCτ cos

(
θ
2

)2
+ sin

(
θ
2

)2
)
. (17)

Then, we can choose suitable parameters to obtain the corresponding quantum gate

for the target qubit. The laser action time for this process is T2. Finally, perform

another −Ω1 laser on the control bit for T3 = π/Ω1, which returns the control qubit

to its initial state. When the control qubit is in the state |0⟩, it will be excited to

the Rydberg state after the first step, preventing the target qubit from reaching the

excited state, which leads to the blocking of target qubit, rendering the gate U(τ, 0)

ineffective. Overall, a conditioned two-qubit geometric gate is constructed with form

UCU = |0⟩1⟨0| ⊗ I+ |1⟩1⟨1| ⊗ U(τ, 0).

3.2. Scheme B: Two qubit Floquet engineering

In this subsection, to simultaneously conduct Floquet engineering on the control and

target qubits, we will augment the single-qubit FGQC scheme on basis of subsection 3.1

by incorporating the control qubit, which is referred to as FGQC-FGQC.

As the laser affecting the control qubit only influences the distribution of states

|g⟩ and |r⟩ in the first step, we reduce the single-qubit three-level system to a two-level

system with the Hamiltonian

Hctrl =
Ω1

2
|g⟩⟨r|+H.c. (18)

for the control atom. To construct a single-qubit Floquet gate that transforms the

control qubit from the ground state |g⟩ to the excited state |r⟩ and makes the system

return to the initial state after a Floquet operation on the target qubit, we treat the |r⟩
state as the computational state for analysis. We re-encode it, representing the |g⟩ and
|r⟩ state as |0⟩ and |1⟩ states, respectively. Then we set the Floquet Hamiltonian

H ′
ctrl = f1

Ω1

2
e−iφc |0⟩⟨1|+H.c.

= f1
Ω1

2
(cosφcσx + sinφcσy) , (19)

with f1 = cos(λ′1) and λ
′
1 = w1t. In order to enable the construction of an X gate using

Floquet, it needs to introduce a detuning term on the control qubit [48]. Then the

Hamiltonian with detuning can be rewritten as

Hfctrl = f1
∆1(t)

2
σz + f1

Ω1(t)

2
(cosφcσx + sinφcσy)

= f1F0 · r(t), (20)

with F0 = (σx, σy, σz)
T /2 and the unit vector r = (Ω1(t) cosφc,Ω1(t) sinφc,∆1(t)).

∆1(t) and Ω1(t) are time-dependent parameters, and we set Ω′ =
√

Ω2
1(t) + ∆2

1(t). The
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variable in F0 · r that evolves slowly over time compared to f1 is λ′2(t), and similarly,

when w1 ≫ λ̇′2(t), we obtain a Floquet effective Hamiltonian

Hceff = [1− J0(Ω
′/w1)]F0 · [r(t)× ṙ(t)]/Ω′2, (21)

and then we can obtain the parameters of the X gate through the evolution operator

U ≈ T e−i
∫ τ1
0 Hceff(t)dt. Because equation (21) have the same form as equation (13), it can

induce a single-qubit operation of matrix equation (17), making the atomic transition

from |g⟩ to |r⟩, and vice versa. Combined with the second-step operation on the target

qubit described in the scheme A, one can implement the FGQC-FGQC conditioned

two-qubit entangling gate UCU = |0⟩1⟨0| ⊗ I+ |1⟩1⟨1| ⊗ U(τ, 0).
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Figure 2. Comparison of the average fidelity for implementing a CNOT gate under

our two new Floquet schemes, and implementing a SWAP-like gate under original

Floquet scheme.

4. Numerical simulations

In our approach, to obtain the desired two-qubit quantum gate, mainly to implement

transformation in equation (17), we set φ = 0 to obtain

U(τ, 0) =

(
e−iCτ sin

(
θ
2

)2
+ cos

(
θ
2

)2
e−iCτ sin θ

2
− sin θ

2

e−iCτ sin θ
2

− sin θ
2

e−iCτ cos
(
θ
2

)2
+ sin

(
θ
2

)2
)
. (22)

For example, we next conduct numerical simulations of implementing CNOT gates and

CT gates. For the numerical simulations in the following, the Hamiltonians for the three

steps are, respectively

H1 = F
[
Ω1

2
|g⟩1⟨r|+H.c.+

∆1

2
(|g⟩1⟨g| − |r⟩1⟨r|)

]
⊗ I

H2 = I⊗ f(wt)

[
Ω0r(t)

2
eiφ0(t)|g⟩2⟨r|+

Ω1r(t)

2
eiφ1(t)|e⟩2⟨r|+H.c.

]
+ V |rr⟩⟨rr|

H3 = H1, (23)
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which F = 1 and ∆1 = 0 [F = f1 and ∆1 = ∆1(t)] for the DG-FGQC (FGQC-FGQC)

gates.

4.1. Performances of CNOT and CT gates

For constructing a CNOT gate in three steps: (i) We first apply a laser pulse to the

control qubit with Ω1 = 2 × 2π MHz for a duration T1 = 0.25 µs. (ii) Considering the

target qubit, set θ = −π/2 and e−iCτ = −1 with Cτ = −π, T2 = τ being the duration

of the second step, and ωτ = kπ, ∀k ∈ N+. Under the requirement of FGQC, we

choose a set of feasible parameters Ω0 = Ω1, V = 20Ω0, k = 8, T2 = τ = 7.715 µs,

w ≈ 3.2576 MHz, and N ≈ 0.5806 MHz. (iii) Finally apply a laser pulse with

Ω1 = −2× 2π MHz to the control qubit for a duration of T3 = 0.25 µs.

In order to measure the performance of the gate better, we need to calculate the

average fidelity. This involves calculating the fidelity for all possible initial states under

a parameter variation such as the Rabi error δ, summing these fidelities, and then

dividing by the total number of initial states to obtain the fidelity image. This ensures

that the gate parameters are applicable to all initial states. However, due to the infinite

number of initial states, it is not convenient to calculate, so we employ a method using

a finite number of initial density matrices to calculate fidelity, considering the average

gate fidelity [56]

F (U, ε) =

∑
jtr
[
UU †

jU
†ε(Uj)

]
+ d2

d2(d+ 1)
, (24)

where U represents the ideal logic gate, Uj represents the tensor of Pauli matrices I,
σx, σy, σz for single-qubit gate. Similarly, Uj denotes I ⊗ I, I ⊗ σx, I ⊗ σy, I ⊗ σz, · · ·,
σz ⊗ σz for a two-qubit gate. Here d = 4 for the two-qubit gate, and ε(Uj) denotes

trace-preserving quantum operation.

We set the relative Rabi error δ as a variable with δ ∈ [−0.1, 0.1] to calculate the

average fidelity, making the Rabi frequency deviations Ω0,1(t) → (1 + δ)Ω0,1(t). The

DG-FGQC scheme, FGQC-FGQC scheme, and the original FGQC scheme all involve

applications of Floquet theory on a two-qubit system. However, different from the

original FGQC scheme shown in Appendix B, where the laser is applied to two qubits

under the control of parameter ϕ and the sum of squared laser frequencies on both qubits

remains constant, our schemes ensure the sum of squared Rabi frequencies between the

ground and excited states of the target qubit remains constant. We are uncertain

which between the DG-FGQC and FGQC-FGQC schemes is more advantageous for the

results, and whether our schemes maintain the high robustness against control errors

seen in the original scheme. To address this, we compare the results of both DG-FGQC

and FGQC-FGQC schemes against the original FGQC scheme. This comparison aims

not only to validate the correctness and value of the FGQC schemes in our model but

also to identify the scheme that exhibits superior performance. The resulting average

fidelity for the DG-FGQC CNOT gate is shown by the curve labeled Rydberg-blockade

DG-FGQC CNOT in figure 2. Additionally, for the FGQC-FGQC scheme, we follow



Floquet geometric entangling gates in ground-state manifolds of Rydberg atoms 10

∆1(t) = sin[λ′2(t)]Ω
′ and Ω1(t) = cos[λ′2(t)]Ω

′, where λ′2(t) = N1t [48]. And specify

Ω′ = 2 × 2π MHz, ω1 ≈ 0.5133 × 2π MHz, N1 ≈ 45.728 × 2π kHz, τ1 ≈ 7.797 µs, and

φc = π/2. Accordingly, we have T3 = T1 = τ1, and the resulting average fidelity plot for

the FGQC-FGQC CNOT gate is shown by the curve labeled Rydberg-blockade FGQC-

FGQC CNOT in figure 2. At the same time, as shown in Appendix B, the original

two-qubit FGQC scheme only provides a SWAP-like gate for two-qubit and does not

construct two-qubit controlled-X gates, etc. Therefore, we only compared it with our

CNOT gate and CT gate to ensure the basic correctness of our scheme. So for reference

we restored the fidelity of the two-qubit SWAP-like gate implemented with the original

FGQC scheme [48], as shown by the curve labeled original FGQC SWAP in figure 2.

By comparing the average fidelity curves under three different schemes, we find that

applying the Floquet scheme in the Rydberg blockade regime performs better than the

conventional approach. It exhibits higher fidelity and better robustness against the laser

Rabi error, especially when both control and target qubits are operated with Floquet

engineering. In particular, in the fidelity plot, the FG-FGQC and FGQC-FGQC gates

do not achieve fidelity equal to 1 when δ = 0. The insignificant infidelity originates from

the Floquet adiabatic approximation.

Figure 3. Comparison of the average fidelity for implementing a CT gate under our

two new Floquet schemes, and implementing a SWAP-like gate under original Floquet

scheme.

For constructing a CT gate, the steps (i) to (iii) are similar to those for a CNOT

gate. In the step (ii), considering the control qubit, we set θ = 0 and e−iCτ = eiπ/4.

Due to C = − (N/2) [1− J0(Ω0/w)] and ωτ = kπ, ∀k ∈ N+, we choose a set of feasible

parameters with k = 2, T2 = τ = 1.157 µs, ω ≈ 5.41 MHz, and N ≈ 1.4191 MHz.

There are still Ω0 = Ω1 and V = 20Ω0. In the same way, we set the relative Rabi

error δ to change the Rabi frequencies Ω0,1(t) → (1 + δ)Ω0,1(t). The resulting average

fidelities for implementing the DG-FGQC and FGQC-FGQC CT gates are shown in

figure 3. Similarly, as a reference, the original FGQC SWAP-like gate is shown by the

curve labeled original FGQC SWAP in figure 3. The results indicate that, similar to the
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CNOT gate, the Floquet-engineering geometric CT gate can be implemented with high

fidelity and excellent robustness against Rabi errors. Even when the relative Rabi error

reaches |δ| = 0.1, the CT gate average fidelity is near 0.998. However, since the longer

evolution time is required for implementing entangling gates by the Floquet engineering,

it may not necessarily hold better performances when considering decay of atoms for

the Floquet geometric gates. We will analyze this aspect in section 4.2.

Figure 4. The impact of ∆1(t) on two different gates under the FGQC-FGQC scheme.

In addition to Rabi error δ, we further analyze the impact of ∆1(t) on gate fidelity

when applying the FGQC-FGQC scheme. We set a relative error δ′ to change the

frequency detuning ∆1(t) → (1+δ′)∆1(t) with δ
′ ∈ [−0.1, 0.1]. Then we get the resulting

average fidelities for implementing the FGQC-FGQC CNOT and FGQC-FGQC CT

gates as shown in figure 4. The fidelity plot demonstrates that the FGQC-FGQC scheme

holds high fidelity and robustness when dealing with control qubit detuning error δ1(t).

4.2. Floquet geometric entangling gate performance with atomic decay

We consider the dissipative dynamics of the system described by the following effective

master equation [57]:

∂ρ

∂t
= − i

[
HIρ− ρH†

I

]
+

2∑
j=1

(σj
0ρσ

j†
0 + σj

1ρσ
j†
1 ),

HI = HI −
i

2

2∑
j=1

(σj
0σ

j†
0 + σj

1σ
j†
1 ), (25)

in which ρ is the density matrix of the system, andHI represents the system Hamiltonian

given by equation (23).

Here we specify 87Rb atoms as the qubit candidate, and the choose the atomic

ground states |g(e)⟩ = |5S1/2, F = 1(2),mF = 0⟩ [58]. The Rydberg state is chosen

as |r⟩ = |97S, J = 1/2,mJ = 1/2⟩ [59] with the spontaneous emission rate being
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Figure 5. Impact of spontaneous emission on two different Floquet schemes for

implementing (a) CNOT and (b) CT gates.

Γ = 2.48 kHz at 300 K [60]. σj
0 =

√
4Γ/13 |0⟩j ⟨1| and σj

1 =
√

3Γ/13 |1⟩j ⟨1| describe
the decay processes of the jth atom by effective spontaneous emission [55]. We analyze

the impact of spontaneous emission and compare two different schemes for implementing

the CNOT and CT gates, and the obtained results are shown in figure 5.

By comparing figure 5 and figures 2 and 3, it is evident that, although the fidelity

and robustness to Rabi errors of the FGQC-FGQC scheme surpass the DG-FGQC

scheme in the absence of dissipation, while when considering spontaneous emission, the

fidelity of the FGQC-FGQC gate is lower that of the DG-FGQC gate. It is attributed to

the high demands on the evolution time for FGQC, especially for CNOT gates, resulting
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in a significant impact of dissipation. In contrast, the DG-FGQC scheme only employs

FGQC in the intermediate second step, which has a relatively minor impact. Therefore,

it exhibits a preference for dissipation. To further investigate the impact of dissipation,

we selected gates constructed using the superior DG-FGQC scheme for a comprehensive

scan analysis under different decay rate.
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Figure 6. Effect of different atomic decay on fidelities of the DG-FGQC CT and

CNOT gates.

Finally we consider effect of different decay rates of atoms on the fidelity of

implementing Floquet entangling gates, corresponding to different situations with

different atomic temperatures in experiment. In figure 6 we obtain the average fidelity

of implementing DG-FGQC CNOT and CT gates with different atomic decay rates.

Then we can get that DG-FGQC CT gate exhibits a certain resistance to atomic decay

compared to the CNOT gate, which is attributed to the shorter Floquet evolution time

of the CT gate compared to the CNOT gate, being only about 15% of the latter. As a

matter of fact, overall the DG-FGQC entangling gates are robust against atomic decay,

because even when the decay rate reaches Γ = 3 kHz the average fidelity of DG-FGQC

entangling gates can be over 0.992.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, we propose two-qubit entangling gate schemes with varying degrees of

applying Floquet theory in the Rydberg-blockade regime. Utilizing two three-level

Rydberg atoms and employing time-dependent or time-independent driving fields acting

stepwise on different atoms, numerical simulations demonstrate that our approach

exhibits higher robustness to control errors and higher fidelity in addressing system

control errors compared to traditional methods. Through simulations considering
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spontaneous emission, we find that the DG-FGQC scheme outperforms the FGQC-

FGQC scheme in terms of robustness, particularly for phase gates with shorter evolution

times. Additionally, compared to reference Floquet schemes encoding computational

state on Rydberg states, our approach encodes qubits on the two ground states

of atoms, demonstrating superior decoherence resistance and lower requirements on

experimental conditions and control precision. Therefore, our scheme shows feasibility

in the application of Floquet theory.
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Appendix A. Offsetting the dynamical phase using a part of the geometric

phase

For a system with a Hamiltonian H (t), at t = 0 we have a complete set of basis

vectors {|ψα (0)⟩}, and the time-dependent state |ψα (t)⟩ satisfying the Schrödinger

equation is given by |ψα (t)⟩ = U (t, 0) |ψα (0)⟩, where U (t, 0) denotes the time evolution

operator from the initial time to time t. We choose a new set of time-dependent basis

{|µα (t)⟩} that satisfy the boundary condition: |µα (τ)⟩ = |µα (0)⟩ = |ψα (0)⟩. The time-

dependent state can be written as |ψα (t)⟩ =
∑

β cαβ(t)|µβ (t)⟩. By substituting it into

the Schrödinger equation, we can obtain

d

dx
cαβ (t) = i

∑
γ

[Aαγ (t)−Hαγ (t)] cγβ (t) , (A.1)

where Hαβ(t) = ⟨µα(t)|H(t) |µβ(t)⟩, and

Aαβ(t) = ⟨µα(t)| i∂t |µβ(t)⟩ . (A.2)

Consider any unitary once differentiable operator V (t) satisfying V (τ) = V (0). The

operator A(t) is transformed as a proper gauge potential under the basis change, and

A(t) will generally contribute a non-Abelian geometric phase to the temporal evolution

operator U(τ, 0).

Using a portion of geometric phase to offset dynamic phase [61], assuming that

the auxiliary state µα(t) depends on two time-dependent parameters λ1(t) and λ2(t),

yielding the gauge potential Aαβ(t) = A
(λ1)
αβ (t) + A

(λ2)
αβ (t). Then, from equation (A.2),

we can obtain

A
λj

αβ(t) = λ̇j(t) ⟨µα(λ)| i
∂

∂λj
|µβ(λ)⟩ . (A.3)

If A
(λ1)
αβ (t) = Hαβ(t), then the timeevolution operator is governed by a part of gauge

potential A
(λ2)
αβ (t) = Aαβ(t) − Hαβ(t). Set the time evolution operator R(λ) =
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e−iF [λ1(t)]H0[λ2(t)] for {µα(t)}, and then we can obtain a new representation for Aλ1
αβ(t) of

equation (A.2):

Aλ1
αβ(t) = ⟨µα(λ)|

[
iλ̇1(t)

∂(−iF [λ1(t)]H0[λ2(t)])

∂λ1

]
|µβ(λ)⟩ . (A.4)

Therefore, we choose H(t) = iλ̇1(t)
∂(−iF [λ1(t)]H0[λ2(t)])

∂λ1
= λ̇1(t)

∂F(λ1)
∂λ1

H0(λ2), and then we

can obtain a pure geometric effective Hamiltonian

Heff (t) = Aλ2(t) = λ̇2(t)R
†(λ)i∂λ2R(λ). (A.5)

Appendix B. Original two-qubit FGQC scheme

Consider two two-level Rydberg atoms with RRI V and Rabi frequency Ωα(t). In

the rotating frame, the Hamiltonian of the two-Rydberg-atom system [26] H12 =

H1 ⊗ I2 + I1 ⊗ H2 + V |11⟩ ⟨11|, where Hα = Ωα(t)(|0⟩α ⟨1| + |1⟩α ⟨0|) is a single-atom

Hamiltonian describing the interaction between the αth atom and laser pulses; Iα is the

identity operator acting on the αth Rydberg atom. Choose Ω1(t) = −ΩR(t) cos(ϕ/2)

and Ω2(t) = ΩR(t) sin(ϕ/2), then

H12 = ΩR(t)(|B⟩ ⟨00| − |B′⟩ ⟨11|+H.c.) + V |11⟩ ⟨11| , (B.1)

where |B⟩ = sin(ϕ/2) |01⟩ − cos(ϕ/2) |10⟩, |B′⟩ = cos(ϕ/2) |01⟩ − sin(ϕ/2) |10⟩. Take a

rotation U = exp[−iV t |11⟩ ⟨11|], then

Hrot(t) = ΩR(t)(|B⟩ ⟨00| − |B′⟩ ⟨11| e−iV t) + H.c. (B.2)

When V ≫ ΩR(t), the off-resonant terms are negligible, and the simultaneous excitation

of two atoms from the ground state to the Rydberg states is inhibited, thus

Hrot(t) ≈ ΩR(t) |B⟩ ⟨00|+H.c. (B.3)

Give the subspace S = Span{|B⟩ , |00⟩} and ΩR(t) = [Ω0/2]f(ωt) exp[iφ(t)], then the

Hamiltonian (B.4) can be rewritten as

Hrot(ωt, t) = f(ωt)F · r′(t), (B.4)

where F ≡ (σ̃x, σ̃y, σ̃z)
T /2 and r′(t) = Ω0 (cosφ1(t),− sinφ1(t), 0)

T with σ̃x =

|B⟩ ⟨00| + |00⟩ ⟨B|, σ̃y = −i |B⟩ ⟨00| + i |00⟩ ⟨B|, and σ̃z = |B⟩ ⟨B| − |00⟩ ⟨00| Consider
f(wt) = cos(wt), then R(t) = exp[−i sin(wt)F · r′(t)/w], satisfying the boundary

condition R(τ) = R(0) = I if ωτ = kπ, ∀k ∈ N+. Similar to obtaining equation

(6), we obtain

Ht(t) = φ̇(t)R†(t)(−i∂/∂φ)R(t). (B.5)

If ω ≫ φ̇(t), by referring to equation (39) in reference [45], and for the same reason as

obtaining equation (13), the effective Hamiltonian can be obtained as

H
(0)
eff (t) = [1− J0(Ω0/w)]F · (r× ṙ′)/Ω2

0. (B.6)
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If φ(t) = Nt, thenH
(0)
eff (t) = −N [1−J0(Ω0/w)]σ̃z/2. In the basis {|00⟩ , |01⟩ , |10⟩ , |11⟩},

the matrix of the effective Hamiltonian can be written as

H
(0)
eff (t) = C ·


0 0 0 0

0 cos2(ϕ
2
) − sin(ϕ

2
) 0

0 − sin(ϕ
2
) sin2(ϕ

2
) 0

0 0 0 −1

 , (B.7)

where C ≡− (N/2) [1− J0(Ω0/w)]. Then, through U = T e−i
∫ τ
0 H

(0)
eff (t)dt, the time-

evolution operator is obtained

U(τ, 0) =


1 0 0 0

0 1
2
(D1 −D2 cosϕ)

1
2
D2 sinϕ 0

0 1
2
D2 sinϕ

1
2
(D1 +D2 cosϕ) 0

0 0 0 eiCτ

 , (B.8)

where D1 = 1 + e−iCτ , D2 = 1− e−iCτ . eiCτ = −1 and ϕ = π/2 yield a SWAP-like gate

U(τ, 0) =


1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 −1

 . (B.9)
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V and Lukin M D 2018 Physical Review Letters 121 123603 URL https://arxiv.org/abs/

1806.04682

[54] Wu J L, Wang Y, Han J X, Jiang Y, Song J, Xia Y, Su S L and Li W 2021 Physical Review Applied

16(6) 064031 URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.16.064031

[55] Sun L N, Yan L L, Su S L and Jia Y 2021 Physical Review Applied 16 064040 URL https:

//link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.16.064040

[56] Nielsen M A 2002 Physics Letters A 303 249–252 URL https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/

0205035

[57] Rao D B and Mølmer K 2013 Physical Review Letters 111 033606 URL https://link.aps.org/

doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.033606

[58] Zhang X L, Isenhower L, Gill A T, Walker T G and Saffman M 2010 Physical Review A 82(3)

030306 URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.030306

[59] Li W, Viscor D, Hofferberth S and Lesanovsky I 2014 Physical Review Letters 112(24) 243601

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11433-017-9119-8
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.022332
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.012307
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.012307
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.062306
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.062306
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.062322
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.062322
https://link.aps.org/accepted/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.032313
https://link.aps.org/accepted/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.032313
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140501
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.140501
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.012334
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.012334
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2008.02176
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2008.02176
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.023615
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.023615
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.012127
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.012127
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.165421
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.165421
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.230405
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.230405
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.033010
https://journals.aps.org/prresearch/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.013057
https://journals.aps.org/prresearch/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.013057
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.2208
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.2313
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.2313
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.042306
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.04682
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.04682
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.16.064031
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.16.064040
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.16.064040
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0205035
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0205035
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.033606
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.033606
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.030306


Floquet geometric entangling gates in ground-state manifolds of Rydberg atoms 19

URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.243601

[60] Beterov I I, Ryabtsev I I, Tretyakov D B and Entin V M 2009 Physical Review A 79(5) 052504

URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.79.052504

[61] Liu B J, Xue Z Y and Yung M H 2020 arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.05182 URL https://arxiv.

org/abs/2001.05182

https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.243601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.79.052504
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.05182
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.05182

	Introduction
	Physical model with two Rydberg atoms
	Floquet geometric entangling gates
	Scheme A: Target-qubit Floquet engineering
	Scheme B: Two qubit Floquet engineering

	Numerical simulations
	Performances of CNOT and CT gates
	Floquet geometric entangling gate performance with atomic decay

	Conclusion
	Offsetting the dynamical phase using a part of the geometric phase
	Original two-qubit FGQC scheme

