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In trapped-atom quantum computers, high-fidelity control of optical qubits is challenging due to
the motion of atoms in the trap. If not corrected, the atom motion gets entangled with the qubit
degrees of freedom through two fundamental mechanisms, (i) photon recoil and (ii) thermal motion,
both leading to a reduction of the gate fidelity. We develop motion-insensitive pulses that suppress
both sources of infidelity by modulating the phase of the driving laser field in time. To eliminate
photon recoil, we use bang-bang pulses—derived using time-optimal control—which shorten the gate
duration by about 20 times compared to conventional pulses. However, even when photon recoil is
eliminated, we find that the gate error does not vanish, but is rather limited by a bound arising
from thermal motion-induced entanglement. Remarkably, this bound is independent of the Rabi
frequency, meaning that, unlike for photon recoil, operating in the resolved sideband regime does
not mitigate this source of infidelity. To overcome this bound, we derive smooth-phase pulses, which
allow for a further reduction of the gate error by more than an order of magnitude for typical thermal
atoms. Motion-insensitive pulses can be refined to compensate for laser inhomogeneities, enhancing
the gate performance in practical situations. Our results are validated through simulations of one-
qubit gates operating on the optical clock transition of 88Sr atoms trapped in an optical tweezers
array.

I. INTRODUCTION

Trapped atoms are currently among the most promising platforms for quantum information processing due to their
long coherence times, flexible connectivity, and fast gate times [1–9]. These particles are confined within electromag-
netic or optical fields, and their internal atomic states are manipulated using lasers, microwaves, or radiofrequency
signals to achieve coherent control of quantum operations.

The quantum state of a trapped atom is defined by the qubit, which is used for quantum computation, and the
motional states, which describe the spatial vibrations of the particle in the trap. Quantum gates couple the qubit
and the motional states, meaning that the vibration of the particle can affect the gate fidelity through qubit-motion
entanglement. The strength of this coupling is characterized by a constant called the Lamb-Dicke parameter, denoted
as η. In an ideal scenario where η is vanishingly small, the motion is completely decoupled from the gate dynamics,
so that the qubit behaves like a pure spin-1/2 particle.

In experiments, one can diminish η by increasing the trap frequency. This is the conventional approach in trapped-
ion quantum computers, where ions vibrate at frequencies up to the MHz range [10]. However, neutral atoms are
confined in traps with much smaller trap frequencies, typically limited at about 100 kHz [11], which sets a limit to
the minimum η that can be achieved. This difference arises from several fundamental factors: limitation in the power
of the trapping lasers, scattering of the trap photons by the atoms and, in set-ups driving Rydberg excitations, losses
of atoms because of the anti-trapping potential in the Rydberg states [12].

In neutral atom-based quantum computers, the qubit information can be encoded into hyperfine states [13, 14],
nuclear spin [15, 16], fine-structure states [17, 18], and optical states [19, 20]. For hyperfine and nuclear qubits, the
Lamb-Dicke parameter is negligible, meaning that the qubit can be driven independently of the motion. This natural
insensitivity to motional states allows driving these qubits with fidelities above 99.9% [15, 21] without any strategy
to suppress recoil. For fine structure qubits, the Lamb-Dicke parameter can effectively be made small, in the range
η ∼ 10−2, by driving the qubits with copropagating Raman laser beams. For such a small η, the system is in the Lamb-
Dicke regime, where the effect of motion is strongly reduced (Mößbauer effect), but not completely suppressed. For
optical qubits, e.g., driving the optical-clock transition 1S0 ↔ 3P0 in alkaline-earth atoms, the Lamb-Dicke parameter
is typically larger than 0.1. When η is in this range, the coupling between the qubit and the motional states is
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significant. It causes undesired qubit-motion entanglement, resulting in a reduced gate fidelity. Hence, developing
motion-insensitive pulses is crucial to achieve high-fidelity optical qubit gates.

For a given value of the Lamb-Dicke parameter, the established way to mitigate photon recoil is to drive the optical
qubit at Rabi frequencies much lower than the trap frequency to avoid motion-changing transitions (i.e., so-called
motional sidebands). This is known as the resolved sideband regime [10]. This regime, however, implies relatively
slow gates, typically lasting hundreds of microseconds [22].

Away from this regime, photon recoil has a significant effect on the gate evolution. Efforts have been made to
quantify [23] and mitigate [24] its impact on the gate fidelity. In Ref. [24], the authors found that applying two
CORPSE pulses [25] at a specific ratio between the trap and the Rabi frequencies enables the execution of π-rotations
while suppressing motional excitations.

In this work, we design time-optimal bang-bang pulses capable of implementing any arbitrary qubit gate while
suppressing motional excitations. Importantly, they can be applied at relatively high Rabi frequencies, comparable
to the trap frequency, enabling significantly faster gates compared to constant pulses applied in the resolved sideband
regime. We call these time-optimal recoil-free (TORF) pulses.

We find, however, that photon recoil is not the only source of motion-induced decoherence. Due to imperfect cooling,
atoms are in a thermal motional state where only a limited fraction (typically 0.90 to 0.99) occupy the ground state,
leading to qubit-motion entanglement even when photon recoil is suppressed. This holds true deep in the resolved
sideband regime, where photon recoil is naturally absent. To address this additional source of decoherence, we use TOD
(Time-Optimal Disentangling) pulses, which handle both photon recoil and thermal motion-induced entanglement.

These findings complement our recent work [26], where we have used quantum process tomography to design and
analyze motion-insensitive optical qubit gates. These gates use a particular phase-modulated pulse (which we called
Mikado) interleaved with controllable z-rotations performed by off-resonant local addressing lasers. Here, we do not
restrict ourselves to Mikado pulses.

We develop a quantum optimal control approach to analyze the effects of atom motion and achieve high-fidelity
control of any optical qubit gate. Photon recoil and thermal motion-induced entanglement are addressed within a
mathematical framework based on Average Hamiltonian Theory [27, 28], which enables us to define clear control
problems and gain a deeper insight into the underlying physical processes.

The Hamiltonian governing the dynamics of the system is introduced in Section II, along with the tools to evaluate
the gate fidelity for thermal atoms. Sections III and IV are dedicated to photon recoil within the Lamb-Dicke regime
and beyond it, respectively. Section V focuses on analyzing and mitigating the effects of thermal motion-induced
entanglement. Effects induced by laser inhomogeneities are addressed in Section VI, and the performance of robust,
motion-insensitive pulses is quantified through simulations in Section VII. We summarize the findings and outline
possible extensions of the method in Section VIII.

II. MODEL

Dynamics of trapped atoms. We consider neutral atoms trapped in an array of optical lattices. Denoting |g⟩
and |e⟩ the internal states of an atom, used as ground and excited states of the qubit, the Hilbert space of the system
is the tensor product between the qubit and the motional states |0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩, . . . , which are in infinite number. A
general state is given by:

|ψ⟩ =
∞∑

m=0

αm |g,m⟩+ βm |e,m⟩ , (1)

where m denotes the mth motional state. The laser pulse drives transitions between |g⟩ and |e⟩ at Rabi frequency
Ω, and its phase φ(t) can be modulated over time to control the system. We can restrict the motion to one spatial
dimension, aligned with the direction of the driving laser, so that it can be described by a quantum harmonic oscillator.
In a given rotating frame, the dynamics of an atom in the array is described by the Hamiltonian [10, 29] (ℏ = 1):

H(t) = ∆ |e⟩ ⟨e|+ Ω

2

(
|e⟩ ⟨g| eiφ(t)eiη(a

†+a) + h.c.

)
+ ωa†a, (2)

where:

• |g⟩ and |e⟩ are the internal qubit states,

• Ω is the Rabi frequency of the laser beam,

• φ(t) is the phase of the laser beam, used to control the system,
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• ω is the trap frequency, fixed to ω = 2π × (100 kHz) in this paper,

• a and a† are the creation and annihilation operators,

• η =
√

ℏk2/(2m̃ω) is the Lamb-Dicke parameter (m̃ is the atom’s mass and k = 2π/λ),

• ∆ is the detuning of the laser frequency from the qubit transition.

As explained in the introduction, the qubit is coupled to the motion through the Lamb-Dicke parameter η. Note that
η2 corresponds to the ratio between the recoil energy ℏ2k2/2m̃ and the energy difference ℏω between two motional
states. The recoil energy depends on the atom species and the qubit transition. For the sake of clarity, we focus
on the optical transition 1S0 ↔ 3P0 (λ = 698 nm) of a 88Sr atom, where η ≃ 0.2156 assuming a trap frequency of
100 kHz. The method applies to any other qubit where η ≲ 10−1.

Fidelity of qubit gates. The fidelity a quantum operation is measured as follows. We first define a set of initial
states |ψkm⟩ such that: 

|ψ1m⟩ = |g,m⟩
|ψ2m⟩ = |e,m⟩
|ψ3m⟩ = |g,m⟩+|e,m⟩√

2

|ψ4m⟩ = |g,m⟩+i|e,m⟩√
2

,

(3)

corresponding to four initial qubit states per motional state m. Given the evolution operator U(T ), solution of the

Schrödinger equation U̇ = −iHU , each one of these initial states leads to a final state of the form |ψkm(T )⟩ =
U(T ) |ψkm⟩. Since the goal is to realize a target gate UTar ∈ SU(2) on the qubit, we define a set of target states as
|ψTar

km ⟩ = (UTar ⊗ IM×M ) |ψkm⟩, where M → ∞ is the number of motional states. These target states correspond to
ideal operations in the qubit subspace only. Thus, we can define the gate fidelity associated to the motional state m
as:

F (m) = 1
4

4∑
k=1

| ⟨ψTar
km |ψkm(T )⟩ |2. (4)

An ideal qubit gate would achieve F (m) = 1 for all m, but this is extremely restrictive and unrealistic due to the
infinite number of motional states. An essential property of ultra-cold atoms is that they are cooled down to extremely
low temperatures, on the order of 1 µK [30–32], meaning that a limited number of motional states are involved in the
dynamics. Before applying the pulse, the motional states of a thermal atom follow a Boltzmann distribution, which
depends on the probability p0 of the motional ground state according to:

pm =
(1− p0)

m∑M
k=0 (1− p0)k

, (5)

where the number of motional states M is infinite in theory but can be truncated in the simulations. The ground
state probability is related to the temperature via p0 = 1− exp[−ℏω/kBT̂ ] where kB is the Boltzmann constant and

T̂ is the temperature. For example, a temperature of 1 µk corresponds to p0 ≃ 0.99 using a 100 kHz trap frequency.
For thermal atoms, the gate fidelity can be constructed by weighting the contribution of each F (m) by the Boltzmann
coefficients according to the formula:

F =

M∑
m=0

pmF (m). (6)

M has to be sufficiently large to ensure that the simulation correctly describes the actual dynamics of the system.
We choose M = 20 in all our simulations, which is more than enough for the cases we will consider.
For the sake of clarity, all the results presented in this paper are derived using a target gate of the form:

UTar = e−
i
2σxθTar , (7)

which is a rotation of angle θTar along the x-axis of the Bloch sphere. The results can be used to perform rotations
along any other transverse axis of the Bloch sphere by adapting the initial phase φ(0) of the pulse. Thus, all single
qubit gates necessary to construct a universal set of gates can be obtained.

In all the sections concerning the analysis of photon recoil, we consider that 100% of the atoms are initially in the
ground state, i.e., that p0 = 1, in which case F = F (0). This is not true in practice because the temperature is not
exactly zero. In a realistic experiment, the atoms are around 90 to 99% in the ground state. The choice p0 = 1 aims
to isolate the fundamental properties at the heart of the problem. The effect of the temperature will be studied in
detail in a dedicated part, and a realistic p0 will be used for the final analysis of our findings.
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III. RECOIL-FREE GATES IN THE LAMB-DICKE REGIME

Hamiltonian. As a first approach, we consider a single atom evolving in the Lamb-Dicke regime, which occurs
when η ≪ 1, with the motion fully in the ground state (p0 = 1). We will see later that this level of approximation
is not enough to describe accurately the optical transition described in the previous section because η is not that
small and the cooling is not perfect. However, this regime embeds the most important properties, is less complex to
analyze, provides numerous insights and gives more intuition on this kind of system. The results can be applied to
systems in which η ≲ 10−2, such as fine-structure qubit or trapped ions. We focus exclusively on the effect of motion
by assuming ∆ = 0 (no detuning) and Ω = cst (negligible rising time). The inhomogeneities of the system will be
studied in a dedicated section. The Hamiltonian is derived by using an expansion of the Hamiltonian (2) up to the
first order in η, leading to:

H(t) =
Ω

2

(
|e⟩ ⟨g| eiφ(t)

(
I+ iη(a† + a) + o(η2)

)
+ h.c.

)
+ ωa†a

= hq(t) + ηhp(t)(a
† + a) + ωa†a+ o(η2),

(8)

where the second line is its expression in the Pauli basis, hq is a Hamiltonian of an ideal two-level quantum system,
and hp is an operator that is orthogonal to it:

hq(t) =
Ω
2

(
cos[φ(t)]σx + sin[φ(t)]σy

)
,

hp(t) =
Ω
2

(
cos[φ(t)]σy − sin[φ(t)]σx

)
,

(9)

where σk are the Pauli matrices. For conciseness, we omit all tensor product symbols. For more rigorous expressions,
any operator acting on the qubit, e.g. hq, should be written as hq ⊗ IM×M , and an operator in the motional subspace
as, e.g., I2×2 ⊗ a†.
Effects of constant pulses. To give a better intuition of the problem, we simulate the evolution operator U(T )

using the Hamiltonian (8) with φ = 0, corresponding to a constant pulse along the x axis of the Bloch sphere. We

study two target gates; a rotation of θTar = π/2, corresponding to a
√
NOT gate, and of θTar = π, i.e., a NOT gate.

For an ideal qubit, these gates can be realized with pulses of duration π/(2Ω) and π/Ω, respectively. The figure 1
shows the effect of these two simple pulses on the gate fidelity F (0) as a function of the ratio ω/Ω.

Even though the particle is assumed to be in the Lamb-Dicke regime, figure 1 already reveals a lot of features,
giving an idea of the complexity of this system. First, for all panels, the photon recoil and the gate error decrease

FIG. 1. Upper panel: Error of a
√
NOT gate after applying a constant π/2-pulse as a function of ω/Ω. Lower panel: Error of a

NOT gate after applying a constant π-pulse. In all cases, the the system is simulated in the Lamb-Dicke regime (Eq. (8)) and
the fidelity is computed for p0 = 1. The arrow indicates the resolved sideband regime (RSR) in which ω/Ω is very large.
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globally as ω/Ω increases. This occurs because if ω ≫ Ω, the system evolves deep in the resolved sideband regime,
where motion-changing transitions are inhibited. Since ω is limited in practice (∼ 100 kHz), this regime requires a
relatively low Rabi frequency (few kHz) involving slow pulses of hundreds of microseconds. Second, we can see that
constant pulses perform very well for the NOT gate when ω/Ω is odd. This behavior is specific to NOT gates but,
unfortunately, doesn’t appear for any other qubit gate. Nevertheless, it is very surprising that for these specific ratios,
the gate fidelity is not limited by photon recoil. It means that the atom can absorb a photon without experiencing a
momentum kick in a regime where the motional sidebands are not inhibited. In the following, we will see that this
feature actually exists for any arbitrary qubit gate and for any ratio ω/Ω, but requires controls beyond the constant
pulse scheme.

Recoil-free condition. Since we are assuming that η is small, the unitary operator U(t), solution of U̇ = −iHU ,
can be approximated using the Average Hamiltonian Theory [27, 28] applied in a toggling frame associated to a
perfect qubit. More details are given in appendix A. We obtain:

U(t) = Uq(t)e
−iωa†ate−iη

[
a†VRec(t)+aV †

Rec(t)
]
+ o(η2), (10)

where Uq and VRec are 2× 2 complex matrices such that:

d
dtUq(t) = −ihq(t)Uq(t),

VRec(t) =

∫ t

0

U†
q (t

′)hp(t
′)Uq(t

′)eiωt′dt′,
(11)

with Uq(0) = I and VRec(0) = 0 by definition.

The operator e−iωa†at acts purely in the motional subspace; we can show that it has no effect on the gate fidelity
so it can simply be ignored. The matrix Uq corresponds to the evolution operator of an ideal spin-1/2 particle driven
by the Hamiltonian hq. The matrix VRec is a non-unitary 2× 2 operator describing the effect of the qubit dynamics
on the motional states. Indeed, we can see from Eq. (10) that VRec causes transitions between the motional states
through a and a†, which tends to populate higher motional states. In other words, this operator induces photon recoil.
This allows us to establish a recoil-free condition given by VRec(T ) = 0. If this condition is satisfied, and if hq drives
the qubit operator Uq in a way that it reaches UTar, we obtain U(T ) = Uq(T ) = UTar, showing that the target gate is
exactly reached, i.e., that F = 1.
Since VRec depends on the qubit dynamics, it is possible to control the system in a way that suppresses photon

recoil by shaping the phase φ(t) of the driving laser beam over time. To achieve this, the phase shape φ(t) must be
a solution of the following control problem: {

Uq(T ) = UTar

VRec(T ) = 0.
(12)

The recoil-free condition adds complexity to the qubit control mechanisms compared to standard methods used for
ideal two-level quantum systems. Indeed, driving the qubit with conventional pulses may not satisfy the recoil-free
condition. Note that, in the resolved sideband regime defined such that Ω ≪ ω, the term eiωt oscillates very fast
compared to U†

qhpUq. Thus, the operator VRec averages out over several oscillations and approaches zero as ω/Ω → ∞,
meaning that photon recoil is naturally mitigated at low Rabi frequencies.

From a control perspective, it is highly beneficial that the original model governed by Eq. (8) has been simplified
to the model of Eq. (11). Instead of working with an infinite-dimensional system that is complex to analyze and
computationally intensive to simulate, we now work with two 2× 2 matrices under the constraint VRec(T ) = 0. This
reduces the problem to that of a standard spin-1/2 particle with an additional constraint, making it much more
suitable for optimization. This problem can be solved using all types of pulses by leveraging the extensive research on
optimal control of two-level quantum systems, including composite pulses [33–38], inverse pulse engineering [39, 40],
optimization algorithms [41–43], geometric curves [44, 45], maximum principle [46–48], and many more [49, 50]. Here,
we solve the problem in minimum time by searching for the time-optimal shape φ(t) solution of Eq. (12). The
solutions are referred to as Time-Optimal Recoil-Free (TORF) pulses.

Time-optimal recoil-free pulses. As a first approach, the recoil-free control problem given in Eq. (12) is solved
with a gradient algorithm based on GRAPE [42]. The time is discretized in very small intervals and φ(t) is assumed to
be constant over each interval. We consider a longer and longer pulse duration T until we find a numerical solution of
the problem with a precision of ∼ 10−10. The solution is assumed to be the time-optimal pulse (multiple initializations
are tested).

Remarkably, we obtain that the TORF pulses always have the same structure. For a given θTar and ratio ω/Ω, we
obtain symmetric bang-bang pulses made of segments of phase φ = 0 and φ = π, as illustrated in Fig. 2. The pulse
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FIG. 2. Left panel: Structure of a TORF pulse. Right panel: Bloch sphere representation of the qubit rotations.

is characterized by three parameters, θ1, θ2, and θ3, which represent the rotation angles produced by the different
segments of the pulse on the Bloch sphere. These angles depend on the target gate and the ratio ω/Ω.
This result is empirical; we don’t have a mathematical proof that there is no shorter solution [51]. Explaining why

the time-optimal solution takes this form would require further investigation. A deeper mathematical analysis, such
as applying the Pontryagin Maximum Principle [46, 52, 53], could offer more insight into the control mechanisms and
the shape of these time-optimal pulses. However, such an analysis is beyond the scope of this paper. Therefore, we
assume the given bang-bang pulse and use it to design recoil-free gates.

Using a TORF pulse significantly simplifies the control problem. Since the dynamics of the qubit is only made
of rotations about the x-axis of the Bloch sphere, we can show using the symmetries that the problem consists in
finding the parameters θk solution of a nonlinear system of equations (See Appendix B). One of these equations is
obvious: as the qubit must reach the target gate, we have 2θ1 − 2θ2 + θ3 = θTar, which can be understood by looking
at the second panel of Fig. 2. The two other equations are more complicated and we didn’t find a solution without
the help of a numerical algorithm. For instance, a π/2-TORF pulse designed for ω/Ω = 5 is such that θ1 = 0.0840π,
θ2 = 0.0269π and θ3 = 0.3858π, leading to a pulse duration T = 0.6077π/Ω. T corresponds to the physical minimum
time to realize a recoil-free π/2-gate for this frequency ratio.
The solution can be computed for all target gates and frequency ratios ω/Ω. We focus on the cases θTar = π (NOT

gate) and θTar = π/2 (
√
NOT gate). For the NOT gate, we obtain that when ω/Ω is odd, θ1 = θ2 = 0 while θ3 = π,

which is precisely a constant π-pulse. This is also evident in Fig. 3, which shows the optimal pulse duration as a
function of ω/Ω. Indeed, we can see that T reaches the quantum speed limit of π/Ω under these conditions.

This result matches beautifully the empirical findings outlined in Fig. 1. Indeed, the peaks appear precisely when
ω/Ω is odd because, in these conditions, a constant π-pulse is a TORF pulse. If ω/Ω is not odd, the phase flips are
necessary and the pulse is a bit longer than π/Ω.
This characteristic never occurs for π/2 pulses. While we do observe minima of the pulse duration at ω/Ω = 5,

9, 13, and so forth, it remains always higher than the quantum speed limit. This means that phase flips are always

FIG. 3. Optimal pulse length ΩT of π-TORF (blue) and π/2-TORF (red) pulses as a function of ω/Ω. The dotted lines
correspond to the quantum speed limit for realizing the corresponding gates if the motion is neglected, given by ΩT = θTar.
The black arrow indicates the resolved sideband regime (RSR) in which ω/Ω ≫ 1.
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necessary to achieve recoil-free
√
NOT gates. They are imperative for any qubit target gate such that θTar ̸= nπ,

meaning that constant pulses cannot be used to construct a universal set of recoil-free qubit gates.
Globally, in all cases, T decreases toward the quantum speed limit of θTar/Ω when ω/Ω → ∞. This is expected

since it corresponds to pulses operating deep in resolved sideband regime, where photon recoil is naturally suppressed
using constant pulses. However, it implies low Rabi frequencies and thus slow gates in practice.

IV. RECOIL-FREE GATES BEYOND THE LAMB-DICKE REGIME

Hamiltonian. Since the parameter η is not very small in our model, the Lamb-Dicke regime does not capture all
the complexity of the original Hamiltonian defined in Eq. (2). It is thus necessary to extend the method beyond the
Lamb-Dicke regime by expanding the Hamiltonian up to the second order in η. In this section, we still assume that
p0 = 1 and focus on photon recoil. For the sake of clarity, many details about the derivation of the following results
are reported in Appendix A 2. We present here only the insightful formulas. The second-order Hamiltonian can be
written as:

H(t) = hq(t)
(
1− η2

2

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Qubit

+ ηhp(t)(a
† + a)− η2

2 hq(t)
(
a†

2
+ a2

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Recoil

− η2hq(t)a
†a︸ ︷︷ ︸

Entanglement

+ ωa†a︸ ︷︷ ︸
Motion

, (13)

where hq and hp are given in Eq. (9). The Hamiltonian can be decomposed into three parts: one part describing the
dynamics in the qubit subspace, another describing the coupling between the qubit and the motion, and a third acting
only on the motional state. The coupling part can be subdivided into a recoil contribution, mixing the motional states

through a, a2, a† and a†
2
, and a an additional term mixing the qubit and the motional states through hq and a†a.

Remarkably, the qubit part is scaled by a factor (1 − η2/2), which slows down the gate speed in the qubit space
regardless of the motional distribution. In other words, it is a direct effect of the motion on the qubit dynamics. A
general expression of this factor can be found in Ref. [10].

Effects of constant pulses. Let’s analyze the effect of constant pulses on the gate fidelity for a target NOT
gate, simulated using the Hamiltonian (13). We consider a standard constant π-pulse of duration T = π/Ω and a
slightly longer one of duration T = π/[(1− η2)Ω]. The figure 4 shows the gate error 1−F (0) as a function of ω/Ω.

We can see that using a slightly longer duration is necessary to obtain a good fidelity, as it compensates for the
lack of speed caused by the factor (1− η2/2) on the qubit part of the Hamiltonian. This remains true even when the
pulse is applied infinitely deep in the resolved sideband regime. Note also that we still have the peaks of very low
error as in the Lamb-Dicke regime, but shifted by a factor (1− η2/2). Like in the Lamb-Dicke regime, this property
does not appear for any other qubit gate.

FIG. 4. Error of a NOT gate after applying a constant pulse of duration T = π/Ω (blue dashed line) and of duration
T = π/[Ω(1 − η2/2)] (solid red line) as a function of ω/Ω. The peaks appear at frequency ratios ω/Ω = (2k + 1)(1 − η2/2)
with k an integer, which is illustrated by the black dotted line for k = 3. In all cases, the system is simulated using the
Hamiltonian (13) and the fidelity is computed for p0 = 1.

Evolution operator. By applying the Average Hamiltonian Theory, we can show that the evolution operator of
the system under the Hamiltonian (13) is given by (see Appendix A2):

U(t) = Uq(t)e
−iωa†ate

−i
[
H̄

(1)
Rec(t)+H̄

(1)
Rec(t)+H̄Ent(t)

]
+ o(η3), (14)
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with H̄
(1)
Rec(t) = ηa†V

(1)
Rec(t) + h.c., H̄

(2)
Rec(t) = −η2

2 a
†2V

(2)
Rec(t) + h.c., H̄Ent(t) = −η2a†aVEnt(t), and with:

U̇q(t) = hq(t)
(
1− η2

2

)
Uq(t),

V
(1)
Rec(t) =

∫ T

0

U†
q (t

′)hp(t
′)Uq(t

′)eiωt′dt,

V
(2)
Rec(t) =

∫ t

0

U†
q (t

′)hq(t
′)Uq(t

′)e2iωt′ dt′,

VEnt(t) =

∫ t

0

U†
q (t

′)hq(t
′)Uq(t

′) dt′.

(15)

In this scenario, the qubit-motion entanglement is not only induced by photon recoil but also by a†aVEnt. Unlike V
(1)
Rec

and V
(2)
Rec, VEnt does not vanish when ω/Ω → ∞. However, we will see in the next section that under the assumption

p0 = 1, it doesn’t affect the gate fidelity. We can thus ignore it at the moment.
Second-order TORF pulses. A second-order recoil-free control problem is defined as:

Uq(T ) = UTar

V
(1)
Rec(T ) = 0

V
(2)
Rec(T ) = 0.

(16)

By solving the problem in minimum time using a gradient algorithm, we obtain the surprising result that the pulse
is bang-bang and symmetric, but with more segments than in the Lanb-Dicke regime, as depicted in Fig. 5. For
this kind of pulse, the duration is such that ΩT = 2(θ1 + θ2 + θ3 + θ4) + θ5. It is important to note that the qubit
operations are slower than for a standard spin-1/2 by a factor of 1−η2/2. As a consequence, to ensure Uq(T ) = UTar,
the following relation holds:

2(θ1 + θ3 − θ2 − θ4) + θ5 =
θTar

1− η2

2

.

The value of these parameters depends on the target gate and the frequency ratio ω/Ω. Remarkably, we can show
that for a target NOT gate, constant pulses of duration T = π/[Ω(1− η2/2)] are solutions of the problem (16) when
ω/[Ω(1− η2/2)] is an odd integer. This implies that, under these conditions, constant pulses are recoil-free up to the
second order in η, which explains the peaks visible in Fig. 4. However, as in the Lamb-Dicke regime, this property
does not hold for any other qubit gate.

The right panel of figure 5 shows the fidelity of a
√
NOT gate using a second-order TORF pulse designed for ω/Ω = 5

compared to a constant pulse. The TORF pulse is such that θk = {0.0589π, 0.0313π, 0.1015π, 0.0097π, 0.2729π}. We
can see that while the qubit gate error is ∼ 10−3 for the constant pulse, it reaches ∼ 10−6 using the TORF one. An
error of ∼ 10−6 can also be reached with a constant pulse, but it must be applied very deep in the resolved sideband
regime, i.e., using a frequency ratio of ω/Ω ≃ 130.

FIG. 5. Left panel: Structure of a second-order TORF pulse. Right panel: Error of a
√
NOT obtained using a second-order

π/2-TORF pulse designed for a ratio ω/Ω = 5 as given in the text (red line), and of a constant pulse (CP) of duration
T = π/[2Ω(1− η2/2)] (blue line), assuming p0 = 1.
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Let us convert this into proper units. For a trap frequency of ω/(2π) = 100 kHz, a ratio of 130 corresponds to a
Rabi frequency of Ω/(2π) = 770 Hz, resulting in a duration of T = π/[2Ω(1− η2/2)] = 332 µs for the constant pulse.
In comparison, the TORF pulse is designed for Ω/(2π) = 20 kHz and has a duration of T = 0.6751π/Ω = 16.89 µs.
In other words, the TORF pulse allows one to reach the same fidelity with a ∼ 20 times shorter pulse!

V. THERMAL MOTION-INDUCED ENTANGLEMENT

Consequences of imperfect cooling. Until now, we have considered the atom to be fully in the motional
ground state by setting p0 = 1 in the definition (6). This assumption was made to capture the main effects coming
from photon recoil but is not true in practice because of cooling imperfections. The probability p0 is related to the
temperature of the atoms through the formula:

p0 = 1− e
− ℏω

kBT̂ , (17)

where kB is the Boltzmann constant and T̂ is the temperature. Currently, 88Sr atoms are cooled up to p0 ≃ 0.98 [32],
corresponding to a temperature of 1.2 µK using a 100 kHz trap frequency.

Figure 6 shows the gate error 1−F for a target NOT gate using a constant pulse of duration T = π/[Ω(1− η2/2)]
as a function of ω/Ω and for various p0. Remember that this pulse is recoil free when ω/[Ω(1 − η2/2)] is an odd
number.

We can see that the gate error doesn’t drop below a threshold, which is reached when the recoil is suppressed,
i.e. for ω/Ω ≃ 2k + 1. Remarkably, operating infinitely deep in the resolved sideband regime doesn’t mitigate this
additional error. Nevertheless, it vanishes when p0 → 1, i.e., for an atom cooled to absolute zero temperature.
This limit arises from entanglement induced by thermal motion of the atom. It can be derived by expressing the

evolution operator (14) under a recoil-free pulse, such as a second-order TORF pulse or a constant one applied deep
in the resolved sideband regime, and then deriving the corresponding fidelity. If the two recoil-free conditions are
fulfilled and if the target is reached in the qubit subspace, the evolution operator at the final time becomes:

U(T ) = UTare
−iη2a†aVEnt(T ) + o(η3), (18)

where we ignored the term e−iωa†aT since it does not affect the fidelity. Bang-bang or constant controls involve
rotations only about the x axis in the qubit subspace, implying that hq(t) and Uq(t) commute. Therefore, VEnt can

be derived analytically using VEnt(T ) =
∫ T

0
hq(t)dt. We obtain:

VEnt(T ) =
θTar

1− η2

2

σx
2
.

FIG. 6. Left panel: Error of a NOT gate using a constant pulse of duration T = π/[Ω(1 − η2/2)] as a function of ω/Ω for
various ground state probabilities. The dashed lines depict the limit 1−Flim given in Eq. (19). The system is simulated using
the Hamiltonian (13). Right panel: Limit 1 − Flim computed for a target NOT gate as a function of the temperature using a
100 kHz trap frequency.
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This equation holds for any of the recoil-free pulses mentioned above. As shown in the appendix C, substituting this
expression in Eq. (18) and computing the fidelity using Eq. (6), we obtain that the gate error is bounded by:

1−Flim =
3

16

(1− p0)(2− p0)η
4θ2Tar

p20
+ o(η8). (19)

For a given target gate and Lamb-Dicke parameter, Flim is fully determined by the ground state probability.
Crucially, it is independent of the Rabi frequency, meaning that operating in the resolved sideband regime doesn’t
mitigate entanglement induced by thermal motion. Furthermore, it always holds when the qubit Hamiltonian hq(t)
commutes with the qubit operator Uq(t), which is true for all pulses applied along a single direction of the Bloch sphere.
Therefore, an advanced phase modulation of the driving laser is essential to overcome this limit. Besides, 1−Flim is
proportional to η4, indicating that qubits with smaller η, like hyperfine or fine-structure qubits, are significantly less
affected by thermal motion.

We can see the good accuracy of this bound on the left panel of Fig. 6, even for relatively low p0. The right panel
displays it as a function of the temperature, which is obtained by substituting (17) in (19). It shows that, at 2 µK,
the gate error is already bounded by ∼ 10−3, which is significantly high, especially for a theoretical limit.

Disentangling pulses. A pulse suppresses all sources of entanglement if it is solution of the control problem:
Uq(T ) = UTar

V
(1)
Rec(T ) = 0

V
(2)
Rec(T ) = 0

VEnt(T ) = 0,

(20)

where these operators are given in Eq. (15). The time-optimal solutions of this problem consist of pulses with smoothly
shaped phases that are difficult to understand intuitively. We call them TOD (Time Optimal Disentangling) pulses.

The figure 7 shows TOD pulses realizing NOT and
√
NOT gates as a function of time, designed for ω/Ω = 5 and

ω/Ω = ∞. In the latter case, we ignored the constraints V
(1)
Rec and V

(2)
Rec in the control problem (20) in order to

highlight their role in the pulse shape. These solutions can be applied deep in the resolved sideband regime where
these operators naturally vanish.

Note that these pulses have a much higher duration than the TORF pulses. For example, for ω/(2π) = 100 kHz and
Ω/(2π) = 20 kHz, a π/2-TORF pulse requires a duration T = 16.89 µs, while a π/2-TOD pulse lasts T = 48.25 µs,
which is almost 3 times longer. It is, however, significantly shorter than a constant pulse applied deep in the resolved
sideband regime, while this latter doesn’t eliminate entanglement induced by thermal motion.

FIG. 7. Upper panel: TOD pulses realizing a NOT gate. Lower panel: TOD pulses realizing a
√
NOT gate. The case ω/Ω → ∞

is optimized by ignoring the recoil-free constraints in the problem (20). It can be used deep in the resolved sideband regime.
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Figure 8 shows the performance of a TOD and a second-order TORF pulse for various valued of p0. We observe
that when p0 is close to 1, the TOD pulse barely outperforms the TORF one. This is expected because, in this case,
the qubit-motion entanglement is primarily attributed to photon recoil, which is already suppressed by the TORF
pulse. When p0 decreases, however, they allow for a significant improvement of the gate fidelity. For a typical thermal
atom, where p0 ≃ 0.9, they improve the fidelity by more than one order of magnitude beyond the limit Flim reached
by recoil-free pulses.

FIG. 8. Error of a
√
NOT gate using a constant π/2-pulse (CP) of duration T = π/[2Ω(1− η2/2)] (light dotted line), a second-

order π/2-TORF pulse designed for ω/Ω = 5 (dashed blue line), and the π/2-TOD pulse depicted in Fig 7, also designed for
ω/Ω = 5 (solid red line), for various ground state probabilities. The solid blue line shows the limit of recoil-free gates given in
Eq. (19).

VI. ROBUST MOTION-INSENSITIVE PULSES

In practice, the driving laser field is not homogeneous across the array of atoms. It mainly involves detuning
induced by probe shift and Rabi frequency deviations, which have a significant impact on the gate fidelity. They
can be compensated by shaping the pulse phase φ(t) in order to improve its robustness. Robust control applied to
inhomogeneous ensembles of spin-1/2 particles has been thoroughly studied in the past decades using all kinds of
pulse engineering methods [33, 35, 36, 42–45, 47–50]. All these methods do not apply directly here because we need
to account for the effects of atom motion, but they can be adapted by including the constraints given in Eq. (20).
An interesting technique consists of designing composite-TORF pulses. The idea is to use composite pulses from the
literature (or to derive them), designed for ideal spin-1/2 particles, and to replace the segments causing recoil by
TORF pulses, with the correct phases. The method is efficient and very handy, but composite pulses are inherently
slow compared to other optimal control techniques; we prefer to highlight a method for designing smooth-shaped
pulses based on time-optimal control.

The detuning and Rabi frequency deviations act on the qubit subspace and can be taken into account in the model
by redefining the qubit Hamiltonian hq given in Eq. (9) as:

h̃q(t) = δ∆σz

2 +
(
1 + δΩ

Ω

)
hq(t). (21)

To compensate for these inhomogeneities, we once again use Average Hamiltonian Theory [27, 28], which allows us to
design pulses that are insensitive to first-order effects of detuning and Rabi frequency deviations. We can show that
the qubit operator under h̃q is given by:

Ũq(t) = Uq(t)e
−i

δ∆
Ω VDet(t)e−i

δΩ
Ω VRab(t) + o

((
δ∆
Ω

)2
,
(
δΩ
Ω

)2
,
(
δ∆δΩ
Ω2

))
, (22)
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where Uq is the homogeneous qubit operator given in Eq. (15), while VDet and VRab describe the perturbations induced
by the inhomogeneities. They are given by:

VDet(t) =
Ω
2

∫ t

0

U†
q (t

′)σzUq(t
′)dt′,

VRab(t) =

∫ t

0

U†
q (t

′)hq(t
′)Uq(t

′)dt′ ≡ VEnt(t).

(23)

Surprisingly, the expression of VRab is exactly the same as VEnt (c.f Eq. (15)). It implies that a robust pulse, designed
for solving VRab(T ) = 0, naturally mitigates entanglement induced by thermal motion.
In total, a robust motion-insensitive pulse can be designed by shaping the phase φ(t) of the driving laser in order

to solve the control problem: 

Uq(T ) = UTar

V
(1)
Rec(T ) = 0

V
(2)
Rec(T ) = 0

VDet(T ) = 0

VRab(T ) = 0 ≡ VEnt(T ),

(24)

where V
(k)
Rec and Uq are given in Eq. (15).

In this context, Uq(T ) = UTar ensures that the desired qubit gate is realized, VRec(T ) = 0 and V
(2)
Rec(T ) = 0 ensure

that the gate is recoil-free, VDet(T ) = 0 ensures robustness against detuning, and VRab(T ) = VEnt(T ) = 0 ensures
robustness against Rabi frequency deviations and insensitivity to thermal motion-induced entanglement. We use
time-optimal control to solve this problem. The solutions are referred to as Robust-MI (Motion-Insensitive) pulses.

If we ignore the recoil-free constraints, the problem is already well-known; the expression of VDet and VRab can be
found, for example, in Ref. [44]. Several strategies have been developed to compensate for these types of inhomo-
geneities in two-level quantum systems. In our framework, this problem corresponds to the scenario where ω/Ω → ∞,
since in this case the recoil operators are naturally vanishing. A pulse optimized by ignoring the recoil-free constraints
can thus be applied deep in the resolved sideband regime with good accuracy. We will refer to this type of pulse as
classical robust pulses—despite not finding the exact phase shapes in the literature, as this specific problem may not
have been solved using time-optimal control—because they address a well-known quantum optimal control problem.

VII. SIMULATIONS ON AN ARRAY OF TRAPPED STRONTIUM ATOMS

This section is aimed at evaluating the performances of our techniques using the full Hamiltonian given in Eq. (2) for
the optical transition of 88Sr atoms discussed in the model section. The detuning and the Rabi frequency deviations are
assumed to be constant over time. The laser being inhomogeneous across the array of atoms, each of them experiences
a certain detuning and Rabi frequency. We assume that the trapping lasers are homogeneous. The dynamics of an
atom in the array is described by the Hamiltonian:

H(δ∆, δΩ, t) = δ∆ |e⟩ ⟨e|+ Ω+ δΩ

2

(
|e⟩ ⟨g| eiη(a

†+a)+iφ(t) + h.c.

)
+ ωa†a, (25)

where ω/2π = 100 kHz and η = 0.2156.
The robustness of a pulse is evaluated by measuring the gate error 1−F as a function of the detuning and the Rabi

frequency deviations. Ideally, the error should be zero for all pairs (δ∆, δΩ), but this is unrealistic. A robust pulse
is such that 1 − F ≃ 0 for a relatively wide range of inhomogeneities, which can be visualised by plotting 1 − F in
the plane (δ∆, δΩ). In all the following results, F is calculated using a ground state probability p0 = 0.95. Figure 9

shows the error of a
√
NOT gate using various pulses.

First of all, we observe that the constant pulse (column (a)) exhibits a relatively high gate error (∼ 10−3), even at
the center of the plane where the system is homogeneous. This error arises from photon recoil and thermal motion-
induced entanglement, which are not mitigated by such a pulse. Furthermore, the region where the pulse performs
relatively well (≤ 10−3) is small, as this pulse is not robust.

In column (b), we apply a classical robust pulse, but not deep in the resolved sideband regime. Compared to the
constant pulse, we observe that it is much more robust, but the fidelity is still limited by qubit-motion entanglement.
When applied deep in the resolved sideband regime (column (c)), the classical robust pulse performs significantly better
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FIG. 9. Pulse phase as a function of time (upper panels) and error computed for a target
√
NOT gate (lower panels) using

(a) a constant pulse of duration T = π/[2Ω(1 − η2/2)] applied at Rabi frequency Ω/(2π) = 20 kHz, (b) a classical robust
π/2-pulse also applied at Ω/(2π) = 20 kHz, (c) a classical robust π/2-pulse applied deep in the resolved sideband regime at
Ω/(2π) = 2 kHz, and (d) a robust-MI π/2-pulse solution of the problem (24) applied at Ω/(2π) = 20 kHz. The system is
simulated using the Hamiltonian (25) and the gate error is computed using p0 = 0.95.

because, in this case, photon recoil is naturally eliminated, and thermal motion-induced decoherence is mitigated by
the pulse’s robustness against Rabi frequency deviations. However, it is excessively long (T = 920.5µs). Moreover,
this representation is advantageous for this pulse because the range of inhomogeneities is normalized by Ω, which
is smaller than that of the other pulses. It means that it is evaluated over smaller Rabi frequency deviations and
detuning in absolute value.

In contrast, the robust-MI pulse (column (d)) shows the same performance with a duration that is 10 times shorter.
Note that pulses (b) and (d) are very similar in shape and duration. It is quite remarkable that tiny differences in
the pulse shape play such a crucial role in suppressing the photon recoil.

In the particular case of a NOT gate, and for a ratio of ω/Ω = 5 (Ω = 2π × (20 kHz)), the control problem (24)
can be solved using composite pulses made of constant π-subpulses with different phases. Indeed, as we have shown
e.g. in Fig. 4, photon recoil is suppressed in these conditions, meaning that each subpulse is recoil-free. However,
we need to compensate for the factor 1 − η2/2 on the qubit subspace (see Sec. IV), which can be done by using

a slightly higher Rabi frequency Ω̃ = Ω/[1 − η2/2], i.e. Ω̃/(2π) = 20.48 kHz, and a duration of π/Ω = 25 µs for
each subpulse. We can then use any composite π-pulse from the literature that improves the robustness against
detuning and Rabi frequency deviations. One of the pulses of Ref. [37] is precisely designed to satisfy the robustness
conditions VDet and VRab (Eq. (23)). It is given in their table 1 (row 5(a)). It is made of 5 π-subpulses of phase
ϕk = {240◦, 210◦, 300◦, 210◦, 240◦} and has a duration of T = 5π/Ω = 125 µs. In contrast, a robust-MI π-pulse has a
duration T = 92.5 µs when applied at 20 kHz Rabi frequency. Figure 10 shows the two pulses and their performances.

We observe that the composite pulse performs relatively well. The gate error remains below 10−4 over a wide range
of δ∆/Ω, though not so much along the vertical axis. In contrast, the fidelity of the robust-MI pulse is well balanced
and reaches an error of 10−5 in the center of the plane, while the pulse is shorter. It shows that our robust, time
optimal motion-insensitive pulses, even if they have more complex shapes, perform much better than other intuitive
approaches.

VIII. DISCUSSION

In trapped atom hardware, the atom motion affects the gate fidelity via two mechanisms: photon recoil and thermal
motion-induced entanglement. They are particularly limiting for controlling optical qubits with high fidelity because
the coupling between the qubit and the motion of the particle is significant in these systems.
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FIG. 10. Pulse phase as a function of time (upper panels) and error computed for a target NOT gate (lower panels) using the
composite pulse mentioned in the text (left), and a robust-MI π-pulse (right). The robust-MI pulse is applied at 20 kHz Rabi
frequency, and the composite pulse is applied at 20.48 kHz.

We have developed a mathematical framework based on Average Hamiltonian Theory to formulate motion-
insensitive control problems involving recoil-free (Eqs. (12) and (16)) and disentangling (Eq. (20)) constraints, which
we have solved using time-optimal control.

When only photon-recoil is considered, the optimal solutions consist of fast bang-bang pulses. Compared to ordinary
pulses, which achieve high gate fidelity only deep in the resolved sideband regime, these pulses can operate at relatively
high Rabi frequencies, reducing the gate duration by up to a factor 20 while maintaining the same fidelity.

However, recoil-free pulses do not reduce the gate error below a fundamental threshold caused by thermal motion-
induced entanglement. This threshold can be significantly high for optical qubits if they are not cooled very close
to p0 = 1 (where p0 is the probability of the motional ground state). It indicates that for optical qubits, cooling is
significantly more critical compared to hyperfine or fine-structure qubits.

Nevertheless, smooth-phase pulses can lower this limit further if they fulfill the disentangling constraints. The gain
obtained with these pulses can be significant depending on the ground state population. For a typical thermal atom,
i.e., such that p0 ≃ 0.9, the gate error can be reduced by more than an order of magnitude below this limit. Despite
this, enhancing cooling is a more effective solution for optical qubits because, in this case, photon recoil is the primary
source of error and can be addressed very efficiently.

The method is very flexible and can be used to design motion-insensitive pulses capable of compensating for laser
inhomogeneities. They show excellent performances in the simulations.

This work can be expanded in several directions.
First, several other types of inhomogeneities can be taken into account. For example, one can derive an additional

condition to enhance the robustness against inhomogeneities of the trap frequency (see appendix D). It becomes
particularly meaningful when the pulse duration becomes too long, as it may render the pulse efficient within a narrow
range around the desired trap frequency. Subsequently, the method easily accommodates additional experimental
effects, such as the Stark shift and time-varying Rabi frequencies.

Second, all motion-insensitive and robust control problems can be solved using various pulse schemes based on
different techniques, such as composite pulses, inverse engineering, or analytically shaped pulses. The latter may be
more suitable for designing phase profiles that are easily implementable by the hardware.

Third, the duration of robust pulses can be considerably reduced using local addressing laser beams performing
rotations around the z-axis of the Bloch sphere, together with global Mikado pulses applied to all the atoms in the
array [26].

Finally, the method may also be valuable for two-qubit gates, where our mathematical framework can be used to
isolate the two-qubit space and express the sources of error as perturbative operators.
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Appendix A: Average Hamiltonian theory in the toggling frame

Basics. The average Hamiltonian theory (AVH) [27, 28] allows one to approximate the dynamics of an evolution

operator under a time-dependent Hamiltonian. Given U̇ = −iHU where H is a given hermitian Hamiltonian, the
AVH states that U(t) is given by:

U(t) = e−iH̄(t),

where H̄ is the average (or effective) Hamiltonian given by an infinite series whose two first terms are given by:

H̄(t) =

∫ t

0

H(t′)dt′ + 1
2i

∫ t

0

∫ t′

0

[H(t′), H(t′′)]dt′′dt′ + · · ·

The first order terms is enough to approximate the exact evolution operator if |H|T ≪ π, where | • | denotes the
Frobenius norm.

AVH in the toggling frame. When the Hamiltonian is the sum of two parts such that:

H(t) = H0(t) +H1(t), (A1)

it is common to apply the AVH in the Toggling Frame, which represents a frame associated to an operator U0 solution

of U̇0 = −iH0U0. To express the system in this new frame, we define an interaction operator UI = U†
0U . Expressing

the derivative of UI leads to:

U̇I(t) = −iU†
0 (t)H1(t)U0(t)UI(t)

≡ −iHI(t)UI(t),

where HI(t) is the interaction Hamiltonian. UI can thus be approximated using the AVH. In this paper, we always
use the first order of the AVH, leading to:

UI(t) = e−i
∫ t
0
HI(t

′)dt′ . (A2)

In total, the evolution operator of the system is thus U(t) = U0(t)UI(t), and is valid if |HI |T ≪ π.
Validity for trapped particles. Using the AVH in the toggling frame is more relevant since |HI | = |H1| is

proportional to the perturbation (η in our case). Note that in theory, however, the number of motional states is
infinite, involving |a| → ∞ and therefore |HI | → ∞. Nevertheless, for ultra cold atoms, only few low energy states
are populated, so the system behaves as if a and a† were truncated, thus the AVH can be applied.
In our model, the Eq. (A2) is true if (i) p0 is sufficiently close to 1, (ii) ω/Ω ≳ 2 to prevent strong excitation of

the motion during the application of the pulse, and (iii) the pulse duration is sufficiently short. The validity of the
method is confirmed by our results, which are simulated without approximation.

1. Application to an atom in the Lamb-Dicke regime

The Hamiltonian expressed in the Lamb-Dicke regime, given by Eq. (8), can be express as H = H0 +H1 with:

H0(t) = hq(t) + ωa†a, H1(t) = ηhp(t)(a
† + a).

H0 is the sum of two terms acting in independent subspaces. We can show that the operator U0 solution of U̇0 =
−iH0U0 is the product of two operators:

U0 = (Uq ⊗ IM×M ) (I2×2e
−ia†aωt)

≡ Uqe
−ia†aωt,
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where M → ∞ is the number of motional states, and with U̇q = −ihqUq. Using the commutation relation

Uqe
−ia†aωt = e−ia†aωtUq and the property (e−iωta†a)†(a† + a)e−iωta†a = (a†eiωt + ae−iωt), we can show that the

interaction Hamiltonian is given by:

HI(t) = U†
0 (t)H1(t)U0(t) = ηU†

q (t)hp(t)(a
†eiωt + ae−iωt)Uq(t).

Since hp and Uq commute with a and a†, we obtain HI = ηU†
qhpUq(a

†eiωt + ae−iωt), and the interaction operator UI
defined by (A2) becomes:

UI(t) = e−iη[a†VRec(t)+aV †
Rec(t)] + o(η2)

with VRec =
∫ T

0
U†
q (t

′)hp(t
′)Uq(t

′)eiωt′dt′. Thus, using U = U0UI , we obtain Eq. (10).

2. Application beyond the Lamb-Dicke regime

The Hamiltonian (2) (∆ = 0) can be rewritten in the Pauli basis as:

H = hq(t) cos[η(a+ a†)] + hp(t) sin[η(a+ a†)] + ωa†a,

where hq and hp are given in Eq. (9). Up to the second order in η, we obtain:

H = hq(t)
(
1− 1

2η
2(a+ a†)2

)
+ hp(t)η(a+ a†) + ωa†a+ o(η3).

Expanding (a+ a†)2 and using [a, a†] = I ⇒ aa† = I+ a†a, we obtain the expression (13).
The Hamiltonian (13) can be decomposed into H = H0 +H1 with:

H0(t) = hq(t)
(
1− η2

2

)
+ ωa†a,

H1(t) = ηhp(t)(a
† + a)− η2

2 hq(t)
(
a†

2
+ a2

)
− η2hq(t)a

†a.

Applying the AVH in the toggling frame, we obtain:

U(t) = Uq(t)e
−iωa†ate

−i
(
H̄

(1)
Rec(t)+H̄

(2)
Rec(t)+H̄Ent(t)

)
+ o(η3)

with

H̄
(1)
Rec(t) = η

[
a†V

(1)
Rec(t) + aV

(1)†
Rec (t)

]
,

H̄
(2)
Rec(t) = −η2

2

[
a†

2
V

(2)
Rec(t) + aV

(2)†
Rec (t)

]
,

H̄Ent(t) = −η2a†aVEnt(t),

where V
(1)
Rec, V

(2)
Rec and VEnt are given in Eq. (15).

Appendix B: Simplification of the problem in the Lamb-Dicke regime

System of equations. In this section, we show that under a TORF pulse displayed in Fig. 2, the control
problem (12) simplifies into the search of a set of parameters θ1, θ2, and θ3, solution of the nonlinear system of
equations: 

r0 = 2θ1 − 2θ2 + θ3 − θTar = 0,

r1 = (1 + λ)A1 − 2λ(A2) + 2λA3 = 0,

r2 = (1− λ)B1 + 2λ(B2)− 2λB3 = 0,

(B1)

with:

A1 = sin
[
θ1(λ− 1) + θ2(λ+ 1) + θ3

2 (λ− 1)
]

A2 = sin
[
θ2(λ+ 1) + θ3

2 (λ− 1)
]

A3 = sin
[
θ3
2 (λ− 1)

]
B1 = sin

[
θ1(λ+ 1) + θ2(λ− 1) + θ3

2 (λ+ 1)
]

B2 = sin
[
θ2(λ− 1) + θ3

2 (λ+ 1)
]

B3 = sin
[
θ3
2 (λ+ 1)

]
,

and with λ = ω/Ω. Multiple solutions to this problem are given in Table I.
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θTar = 45◦

ω/Ω 2 3 4 5 6
θ1 26.36 21.28 18.17 15.98 14.21
θ2 30.11 19.74 13.77 9.93 7.28
θ3 52.51 41.93 36.18 32.90 31.13

θTar = 90◦

ω/Ω 2 3 4 5 6
θ1 37.66 30.04 23.88 15.12 11.3052
θ2 27.55 14.42 7.63 4.85 5.57
θ3 69.79 58.75 57.50 69.45 78.54

θTar = 180◦

ω/Ω 2 3 4 5 6
θ1 67.43 0 31.17 0 20.54
θ2 14.83 0 5.72 0 3.66
θ3 74.80 180 129.11 180 146.23

TABLE I. TORF pulse parameters θ1, θ2 and θ3 solutions of (B1) (in degrees) for various target gates of the form e−iσx
2

θTar .
Remark: These solutions can also be used beyond the Lamb-Dicke regime with good performances by applying a slightly
higher Rabi frequency Ω̃ = Ω/[1 − η2/2], to compensate for the lack of speed in the qubit subspace caused by higher order
effects.

Demonstration. Using a bang-bang pulse made of 5 segments (Fig. 2), the operator VRec given in Eq. (11)
becomes:

VRec(T ) =

5∑
n=1

∫ tn

tn−1

U†
q (t)hp(t)Uq(t)e

iωtdt,

with t0 = 0 and t5 = T . Since the pulse is only about the x-axis, we get that hq is an operator along σx, hp is an
operator along σy and Uq is made of rotations about σx. Thus, we obtain the commutation relation hp(t)Uq(t) =
U†
q (t)hp(t). This can be shown by expliciting U as a SU(2) rotation along x, i.e. U = I cos(γ) − iσx sin(γ) (γ is

generic), and using the fact that σx anticommutes with σy and thus with hp. We obtain:

VRec(T ) =

5∑
n=1

∫ tn

tn−1

(U†
q (t))

2hp(t)e
iωtdt

hq and hp are piecewise constant, such that if t ∈ [tn−1, tn], we have hp = hpn and hq = hqn . The operator Uq(t)
between tn−1 and tn is thus given by:

Uq(t) = e−ihqn (t−tn−1)e−ihqn−1
(tn−1−tn−2) · · · e−ihq1

(t1−t0)

≡ e−ihqn (t−tn−1)Uqn−1
.

More explicitely, we have hqn = (−1)n−1Ωσx/2, hpn
= (−1)n−1Ωσy/2. Denoting λ = ω/Ω and Pn = e−ihqn (tn−tn−1),

we have:

VRec(T ) =

5∑
n=1

(U†
qn−1

)2hpn

∫ tn

tn−1

e−ihqn (t−tn−1)eiωtdt

=

5∑
n=1

(U†
qn−1

)2
(−1)n−1λσy−iσz

1−λ2

[
P 2
ne

iωtn − Ieiωtn−1
]

=

5∑
n=1

(−1)n−1λσy−iσz

1−λ2 U2
qn−1

[
Pne

iωtn − Ieiωtn−1
]

=

5∑
n=1

(−1)n−1λσy−iσz

1−λ2

[
U2
qne

iωtn − U2
qn−1

eiωtn−1

]
where we used (U†

qn−1
)2

(−1)n−1λσy−iσz

1−λ2 =
(−1)n−1λσy−iσz

1−λ2 U2
qn−1

. The parameters of the TORF pulse are defined as

θ1 = Ω(t1 − t0), θ2 = Ω(t3 − t2) and θ3 = Ω(t4 − t3). To reach the target in the qubit subspace, we must have
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UT = e−iσx
2 θTar = e−i

σx

2 (2θ1−2θ2+θ3) ≡ Rx(2θ1 − 2θ2 + θ3), which implies the first equation of the system (B1). Using
the symmetries, we can show the following relations:

U2
q0U

†
T e

iω(t0−T/2) = Rx(−2θ1 + 2θ2 − θ3)e
−i

λ
2

(
2θ1+2θ2+θ3

)
≡ V0

U2
q1U

†
T e

iω(t1−T/2) = Rx(2θ2 − θ3)e
−i

λ
2

(
2θ2+θ3

)
≡ V1

U2
q2U

†
T e

iω(t2−T/2) = Rx(−θ3)e−i
λ
2

(
θ3

)
≡ V2

U2
q3U

†
T e

iω(t3−T/2) = Rx(θ3)e
i
λ
2

(
θ3

)
≡ V3

U2
q4U

†
T e

iω(t4−T/2) = Rx(−2θ2 + θ3)e
i
λ
2

(
2θ2+θ3

)
≡ V4

U2
q5U

†
T e

iω(t5−T/2) = Rx(2θ1 − 2θ2 + θ3)e
i
λ
2

(
2θ1+2θ2+θ3

)
≡ V5.

The recoil-free condition VRec(t) = 0 is equivalent to the equation ṼRec = i(1 − λ2)σzVRec(T )U
†
T e

−i
λΩT
2 = 0, which

gives explicitly:

ṼRec = B+

[
(V5 − V0)− (V4 − V1) + (V3 − V2)

]
+B−

[
(V4 − V1)− (V3 − V2)

]
= 0

with B+ = I+ λσx and B− = I− λσx. However:

V5 − V0 = 2i
{
cos

[
1
2

(
2θ1 − 2θ2 + θ3

)]
sin

[
λ
2

(
2θ1 + 2θ2 + θ3

)]
I− sin

[
1
2

(
2θ1 − 2θ2 + θ3

)]
cos

[
λ
2

(
2θ1 + 2θ2 + θ3

)]
σx

}
V4 − V1 = 2i

{
cos

[
1
2

(
− 2θ2 + θ3

)]
sin

[
λ
2

(
2θ2 + θ3

)]
I− sin

[
1
2

(
− 2θ2 + θ3

)]
cos

[
λ
2

(
2θ2 + θ3

)]
σx

}
V3 − V2 = 2i

{
cos

[
1
2

(
θ3
)]

sin
[
λ
2

(
θ3
)]

I− sin
[
1
2

(
θ3
)]

cos
[
λ
2

(
θ3
)]
σx

}
.

Identifying the terms as:

V5 − V0 = 2i
{
a1I+ b1σx

}
V4 − V1 = 2i

{
a2I+ b2σx

}
V3 − V2 = 2i

{
a3I+ b3σx

}
we have to solve: {

R1 : a1 + λb1 − 2λb2 + 2λb3 = 0

R2 : b1 + λa1 − 2λa2 + 2λa3 = 0.

Defining An and Bn such that:

A1 ≡ a1 + b1 = sin
[
θ1(λ− 1) + θ2(λ+ 1) + θ3

2 (λ− 1)
]

A2 ≡ a2 + b2 = sin
[
θ2(λ+ 1) + θ3

2 (λ− 1)
]

A3 ≡ a3 + b3 = sin
[
θ3
2 (λ− 1)

]
B1 ≡ a1 − b1 = sin

[
θ1(λ+ 1) + θ2(λ− 1) + θ3

2 (λ+ 1)
]

B2 ≡ a2 − b2 = sin
[
θ2(λ− 1) + θ3

2 (λ+ 1)
]

B3 ≡ a3 − b3 = sin
[
θ3
2 (λ+ 1)

]
,

one can solve r1 : R1 +R2 = 0 and r2 : R1 −R2 = 0 leading to the two additional equations of the system (B1).

Appendix C: Limit of recoil-free gates

This section aims at demonstrating the limit given in Eq. (19). Assuming the operator (18) and using the formula

e−iη2a†aVEnt(T ) |ψkm⟩ = e−imη2VEnt(T ) |ψkm⟩, the contribution F (m) to the gate fidelity defined in (6) becomes:

F (m) = 1
4

4∑
k=1

| ⟨ψkm|e−imη2VEnt(T )|ψkm⟩ |2. (C1)
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Moreover, under TORF or constant pulses, we have sin(φ(t)) = 0 and thus [Uq, hq] = 0, leading to:

VEnt(t) =

∫ T

0

hq(t)dt =

∫ T

0

Ωcos[φ(t)]dtσx

2 .

To achieve Uq(T ) = UTar = e−iθTar
σx
2 in the qubit subspace, one can explicit Uq (Eq. (15)). For a constant or TORF

pulse, we have Uq(T ) = e−i
∫ T
0

(1−η2)hq(t)dt, and thus (1− η2)
∫ T

0
hq(t)dt = θTar

σx

2 . The operator VEnt becomes:

VEnt(T ) =
θTar

1− η2/2

σx
2
.

Substituting this expression in Eq. (C1) and being careful that ⟨ψkm|σx|ψkm⟩ = 1 if k = 4 and 0 otherwise, we obtain:

F (m)
lim = 1− 3

4 sin
2

(
mη2θTar

2
(
1− η2

2

))
≡ 1− 3

4 sin
2
(
mγ

2

)
with γ = η2θTar

1− η2

2

. Using the full expression Flim =
∑
pmF (m)

lim and
∑∞

0 pm = 1, we obtain:

Flim = 1− 3
4

∞∑
m=0

pm sin2
(
mγ

2

)
.

The sine can be rewritten using sin2(mγ/2) = (1 − cos(mγ))/2. Given that
∑∞

k=0(1 − p0)
k = 1/p0, we get pm =

p0(1− p0)
m and thus:

Flim = 1− 3

8

∞∑
m=0

pm[1− cos(mγ)]

= 1− 3

8

∞∑
m=0

pm
[
1− 1

2

(
eimγ + e−imγ

)]
=

5

8
+

3

16

∞∑
m=0

pm
(
eimγ + e−imγ

)
=

5

8
+

3

16

∞∑
m=0

p0(1− p0)
m
(
eimγ + e−imγ

)
=

5

8
+

3p0
16

∞∑
m=0

(zmA + zmB )

with zA = (1 − p0)e
iγ and zB = (1 − p0)e

−iγ . Since the sum corresponds to a geometric series, we can apply the
formula

∑∞
k=0 x

k = 1
1−x , which holds because |za| and |zb| are smaller that 1, leading to:

Flim =
5

8
+

3p0
16

(
1

1− zA
+

1

1− zB

)
.

Expliciting γ and simplifying, we obtain:

1−Flim =
3

8

 (1− p0)(2− p0)

[
1− cos

(
η2θTar
1− η2/2

)]
1− 2(1− p0) cos

(
η2θTar

1−η2/2

)
+ (1− p0)2

 .

Finally, applying a series exapansion in terms of η leads to Eq. (19).
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Appendix D: Trap robust condition

The pulse can be made robust against deviations of the trap frequency by substituting ω → ω+δω in the recoil-free
condition as:

VRec(ω + δω) =

∫ T

0

U†
q (t)hp(t)Uq(t)e

i(ω+δω)tdt.

Assuming δω/ω ≪ 1, an expansion up to the first order leads to:

VRec(ω + δω) =

∫ T

0

U†
q (t)hp(t)Uq(t)e

iωt(1 + iδωt)dt

= VRec + iδω

∫ T

0

U†
q (t)hp(t)Uq(t)e

iωt

= VRec + iδωVTrap,

with:

VTrap =

∫ T

0

tU†
q (t)hp(t)Uq(t)e

iωt (D1)

(note the factor t in the integral). Adding the constraint VTrap = 0 into any of the control problems allows one to
design trap robust gates. The method can also be applied to the second-order recoil-free condition, leading to:

V
(2)
Trap =

∫ T

0

tU†
q (t)hq(t)Uq(t)e

2iωt. (D2)
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