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We present two protocols for realizing deterministic non-local multi-qubit quantum gates on qubits
coupled to a common cavity mode. The protocols rely only on a classical drive of the cavity
mode, while no external drive of the qubits is required. Applied to just two qubits, both protocols
provide a universal gate set for quantum computing, together with single qubit gates. In the
first protocol, the state of the cavity follows a closed trajectory in phase space and accumulates
a geometric phase depending on the state of the qubits. This geometric phase gate can be used
together with global single qubit gates to generate high-fidelity GHZ states. The second protocol
uses an adiabatic evolution of the combined qubit-cavity system to accumulate a dynamical phase.
Repeated applications of this protocol allow for the realization of a family of phase gates with
arbitrary phases, e.g. phase-rotation gates and multi-controlled-Z gates. For both protocols, we
provide analytic solutions for the error rates, which scale as ∼ N/

√
C in the presence of relevant

losses, with C the cooperativity and N the qubit number. Our protocols are applicable to a variety
of systems and can be generalized by replacing the cavity by a different bosonic mode, such as a
phononic mode. We provide estimates of gate fidelities and durations for atomic and molecular
qubits as well as superconducting fluxonium qubits coupled to optical or microwave cavities and
outline implications for quantum error correction.

I. INTRODUCTION

High-fidelity gates are essential for quantum comput-
ing, but looking towards scalable fault-tolerant compu-
tation, it is additionally highly desirable to have non-
local quantum gates between two or more qubits. For
example, the availability of an all-to-all connectivity can
vastly reduce the circuit depth of typical quantum cir-
cuits, compared to a geometrically local connectivity [1].
Furthermore, the ability to perform non-local multi-qubit
gates would enable the usage of quantum error correction
(QEC) codes with non-local stabilizers, such as LDPC
codes [2–5], which have a significantly lower overhead
than the currently leading approach of surface codes [6].
In many physical platforms, however, neither non-local
nor multi-qubit gates are natively available, but have to
be costly synthesized from a sequence of local single- and
two-qubit operations.

One way to realize non-local two-qubit gates is
via qubit shuttling, which has been demonstrated for
trapped ions [7] and neutral atoms [8, 9]. Evaluating
the cost of non-local operations in this case is nontrivial,
as the architecture can perform certain parallel moves
simultaneously, but unequal moves must be performed
serially. The shuttling time overhead for atoms in a pla-
nar lattice of linear dimension L, relevant to performing
operations in certain LDPC codes, is O(

√
L) [10]. Alter-

natively, non-local gates have been previously proposed
or realized with neutral atoms or ions by mediating in-
teractions between qubits via a quantized bosonic mode,
using motional modes of trapped ions [11–14] or optical
cavity modes for neutral atom spin qubits [15–22]. For
deterministic gates, prior art finds the fidelity error is
O(C−1/2) where C is the cooperativity of the cavity sup-

porting the mode [18]. Expending additional detector
resources, heralded non-local gates are achievable with
error O(C−1) but with a failure probability of O(C−1/2)
[20]. Another scheme using heralded photon transfers has
an improved success probability but places stringent re-
quirements on the level structure of the qubits so that all
scattering and photon loss events are detectable [21]. In
contrast, non-local entangled states can be prepared as
fixed points of dissipative maps with an O(C−1) fidelity
error [23], though a fixed phase relation must be main-
tained between the fields addressing the qubits. While
some of the proposals above can be extended to N -qubit
Toffoli gates [20, 22], for large scale digital quantum sim-
ulations and computing a unified approach that provides
native implementations of larger families of multi-qubit
gates would be highly desirable.

In all proposals above, entangling quantum gates are
realized by a direct drive of the qubits via a free space
mode, e.g. a laser, to turn the interaction between the
qubits on or off. In this work, we explore a different ap-
proach based on simply driving the cavity mode directly
with a classical field that is modulated time-dependently,
without requiring an external drive of the qubits. We find
that this approach enables two new protocols for the im-
plementation of large families of deterministic non-local
multi-qubit quantum gates. Applied to just two qubits,
both protocols provide, together with single qubit gates,
a universal gate set for quantum computing, with two-
qubit gate errors scaling as O(C−1/2), similar to the pro-
tocols driving the qubits directly. Applied to more than
two qubits, however, each protocol provides a family of
deterministic, multi-qubit non-local gates requiring min-
imal control, showing a unique combination of desirable
features such as versatility in gate design, speed, and ro-
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bustness.
The first protocol (A) operates in the limit of a strong

drive on the cavity. It implements a family of geomet-
ric phase gates UA = exp

(
iθn̂2

)
, where n̂ is the number

operator of qubits in state |1⟩, by displacing the state of
the cavity in a closed loop in phase space. Any angle θ
can be achieved by choosing an appropriate drive η(t).
A particularly important application of protocol A is the
generation of multi-qubit GHZ states [24, 25], a task for
which viable protocols for qubits coupled via a cavity
are rare and require a direct drive on the qubits [26].
One distinguishing feature of protocol A is its speed: In
many previous proposals, the cavity is far detuned from
the qubit frequency to avoid a large number of photons in
the cavity and thus a large error through photon losses.
This comes at the cost of a long gate duration of the
order ∆/g2, where ∆ is the detuning of the cavity and
g is the coupling between the qubits and the cavity. In
protocol A, the cavity is also far detuned, but a driving
strength which is of the order of ∆ and adapted to the
photon loss rate allows for gate durations of order g−1.
An additional advantage of protocol A is its robustness:
Similar to the Mølmer-Sørensen gate for trapped ions
[12], UA is independent of the initial state of the cav-
ity mode, which is of particular importance if the cavity
mode is in the microwave regime and may exhibit sig-
nificant thermal population. Furthermore, protocol A is
inherently robust against pulse imperfections in the drive
of the cavity, since only the area enclosed and not the ex-
act trajectory in phase space determines UA.

The second protocol (B) operates in the limit of a
weak drive and thus in the opposite limit of protocol
A. It makes use of an adiabatic evolution of the joint
cavity-qubit system to implement a family of phase gates
UB = exp[ic1/(c2 − n̂)], where c1 and c2 are parame-
ters depending on the intensity, duration and detuning
of the applied drive. The distinguishing feature of proto-
col B is its versatility: Since UB depends nonlinearly on
c2, the repeated application of UB with different values
of c1 and c2 can be used to synthesise arbitrary phase
gates exp(iφ(n̂)). This can for example be used to im-

plement phase-rotation gates exp
(
iασ

(1)
z ⊗ ...⊗ σ

(N)
z

)
,

which appear in many variational quantum algorithms
for fermionic systems [27, 28]. It can also be used to
implement multi-controlled Z gates, enabling general-
ized Toffoli gates which are frequently used as primi-
tives in QEC to perform majority voting circuits for syn-
drome extraction and for measurement free QEC [29–
31]. Note that synthesizing multi-controlled Z gates using
only single- and two-qubit gates either requires circuits
of large depths or additional ancilla qubits [32], both of
which can be avoided using protocol B.

There are several main implications of this work.
While there are proposals for N -qubit Toffoli gates on
qubits coupled via a cavity [20, 22], our protocols give
the first native implementation for a large family of other
multi-qubit gates. In particular, protocol A introduces
for the first time a way to implement geometric phase

FIG. 1. (a) A register of qubits is coupled to a common cavity
with decay rate κ. By simply driving the cavity with a single
classical field η(t) detuned by δ from the resonance frequency
of the cavity, a non-local entangled state like |GHZ⟩ is gener-
ated, or, with a sequence of drives, non-local gates like a C2Z
are implemented. (b) Level scheme for each qubit consisting
of the computational basis states |0⟩ and |1⟩ (with infinite life-
time), and an ancillary excited state |e⟩ (with lifetime 1/γ).
The |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition is coupled to the cavity with coupling
strength g and detuned from the cavity resonance by ∆− δ.

gates for more than two qubits on these systems, while
Protocol B even allows for the implementation of native
arbitrary phase gates without decomposing them into
single- and two-qubit gates. This significantly enhances
the prospect of realizing non-local stabilizers and quan-
tum error correction schemes such as LDPC codes with
reduced qubit overheads compared to current leading
schemes, in particular if our protocols are parallelized in
architectures that exploit multiple modes (e.g. frequency,
polarization, spatial modes for overlapping cavities) as
necessary for parallel operations to support QEC. For
near term applications, protocol A enhances the toolbox
for the generation of large high-fidelity entangled states
such as GHZ states, while the arbitrary phase gates im-
plementable by protocol B are of significant interest for
quantum simulation. All of these tasks can for the first
time be accomplished without the need of an external
drive of the qubits. Additionally, both protocols applied
to just two qubits form, together with single qubit gates,
a universal gate set for quantum computation. These
protocols may in principle also be applied to other lead-
ing qubit platforms for quantum computing that exploit
delocalized boson modes, such as trapped ions coupled
via a motional mode.

The paper is structured as follows: In Sec II we in-
troduce the Hamiltonian considered in this work. In
Secs. III and IV we present protocols A and B, respec-
tively, and derive their fidelities in the presence of the
relevant losses. In Sec. V we estimate the achievable
infidelities for our protocols for four different systems:
atoms coupled via an optical cavity, Rydberg atoms cou-
pled via a microwave cavity, polar molecules coupled via a
microwave cavity, and superconducting fluxonium qubits
coupled via a microwave cavity. Finally, in Sec. VI we
comment on the usage of both protocols in quantum er-
ror correction schemes.
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II. SETUP

The setup we have in mind is rather general and is
shown in Fig. 1. It consists of N three-level systems
with computational basis states |0⟩ and |1⟩ and an excited
state |e⟩, with transition frequencies ω0 for the |1⟩ ↔ |0⟩
and ωe for the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition. A cavity mode with
annihilation (creation) operators a(a†) and frequency ωc
couples the states |1⟩ and |e⟩ with coupling strength g.
We assume that all qubits couple with the identical cou-
pling strength g to the cavity mode. The effects of in-
homogeneities in the coupling strength are discussed in
Appendix A 5 and B 3.

The cavity mode is driven by a (complex) clas-
sical field of strength η(t) according to Hdrive =
2|η(t)| sin(ωLt− arg(η(t)))(â† + â). This classical field
is detuned from the cavity and the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ tran-
sition by δ = ωc − ωL and ∆ = ωe − ωL, respec-
tively. The Hamiltonian in the rotating wave approx-
imation and in the rotating frame defined by Ûr(t) =

exp
[
it(ωL(â†â+ n̂e) +

∑
j ω0 |0j⟩ ⟨0j |)

]
reads (ℏ = 1)

H(t) = δâ†â+(∆−iγ/2)n̂e+[(gŜ−+iη(t))â†+h.c.], (1)

with n̂e =
∑
j |ej⟩ ⟨ej | the population of state |e⟩ with

lifetime 1/γ, and Ŝ+ =
∑
j |ej⟩ ⟨1j |, Ŝ− = (Ŝ+)† collec-

tive raising and lowering operators, respectively.
The system evolves under the Lindblad master equa-

tion ρ̇ = −iHρ+iρH†+LρL†−{L†L, ρ}/2 with the jump
operator L =

√
κâ and 1/κ the lifetime of excitations in

the cavity mode. The decay of |e⟩ is treated as popu-
lation leakage, described by a non-hermitian term in H.
Thus, expressions for the fidelity of the gate protocols de-
rived below will be exact if none of the decay channels of
|e⟩ can repopulate |0⟩ or |1⟩, and otherwise will provide a
lower bound. For both protocols, a time-dependent pulse
η(t) of duration T and with η(0) = η(T ) = 0 is applied,
while g, δ and ∆ are kept constant in time.

To make our gates address only a subset of qubits in a
register, we can map the |1⟩ state for qubits that should
be spectators to an ancillary state |a⟩ that does not cou-
ple to the bosonic mode either due to being far off res-
onant or by virtue of selection rules which forbid direct
coupling to |e⟩. Alternatively, a spatially addressable off-
resonant laser beam can be used to apply an ac-Stark
shift to the qubits, shifting the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition far
enough out of resonance with the cavity to neglect the
coupling [33, 34].

III. PROTOCOL A

In this section we discuss the first of our two protocols,
Protocol A, which for N = 2 forms a universal gate set
for quantum computation – together with single qubit
gates –, while for arbitrary N it can be used to generate
GHZ states.

Protocol A operates in the limit of a large detuning
∆ between the cavity and the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition and
of a cavity driving strength η of the same order (i.e.,
∆, η → ∞ and ∆ = O(η)). We take δ to be of order
O(g) and choose the pulse duration T to be of the or-
der of O(g−1), such that it does not diverge in the limit
∆, η → ∞. In the following, we start by deriving an ef-
fective Hamiltonian valid in the limits given above, by
first applying a time-dependent basis transformation on
the cavity in Sec. III A, followed by a time-dependent ba-
sis transformation on the qubits in Sec. III B to eliminate
the state |e⟩. The resulting effective Hamiltonian is sim-
ilar to that of a Mølmer-Sorensen-Gate for trapped ions
[12] and is then used in Sec. III C to derive a family of
geometric gates UA = exp

(
iθn̂2

)
. The fidelity of the gate

for aribtrary N as a function of γ and κ is calculated ana-
lytically in Sec. III D. Section III E verifies the analytical
results against numerical simulations of the full Lindblad
dynamics, finding excellent agreement.

A. Basis Transformation on the Cavity

To motivate the first basis transformation, acting on
the cavity, we note that due to the limit η → ∞ the cavity
typically contains many (∼ |η|2/δ2) photons. However,
due to the simultaneous limit ∆ → ∞ the number of pho-
tons only weakly depends on n, the number of qubits in
state |1⟩. It is thus useful to switch into a time-dependent
frame of the cavity which reduces the number of photons.
For this, we choose a frame which is given by the evolu-
tion that the cavity would undergo if it were not coupled
to the qubits. This corresponds to the case n = 0, where
all qubits are in state |0⟩.

Such a frame is given by the simple displacement
D(α) = exp

(
αâ† − α∗â

)
, where α(t) is the solution of

α̇ = −η − (iδ + κ/2)α, α(t = 0) = 0. (2)

If n = 0, a cavity starting in the empty state |0⟩ will be
in the coherent state |ψcav(t)⟩ = |−α(t)⟩ at time t, so
that D(α) |ψcav(t)⟩ = |0⟩. Note that the cavity remains
in a pure state at all times, even if it undergoes decay.

Given the evolution of ρ for n = 0, we now treat the
evolution of the joint cavity-qubit system for a general n.
For this, we now proceed with the basis transformation
ρ̃(t) = D(α(t))ρ(t)D(α(t))†. For general n, the evolution
of ρ̃ is then given by (see Appendix A 1)

H̃ = δâ†â+ (∆ − iγ/2)n̂e + g[(â† − α∗)Ŝ− + h.c.] (3)

and L̃ = L =
√
κâ. Hence, the drive of the cavity mode

is converted into an effective drive of the qubits with
strength −igα. Because the decay in the original frame
is compensated by a κ-dependent choice of α, in this new
frame there are no excitations in the cavity mode and no
decay events if n = 0 – even if in the original frame there
may be many excitations and decay events.
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B. Basis Transformation on the Qubits and
Derivation of the Effective Hamiltonian

In order to derive an effective Hamiltonian on the com-
putational states |0⟩ , |1⟩, and the cavity and to eliminate
the state |e⟩, we now use the limit ∆ → ∞. For this,

we consider H̃(0) = ∆n̂e − (gα∗S− + h.c.), which is the

part of H̃ which scales with ∆. (Recall that as ∆ → ∞
we also consider the limit η → ∞, and thus |α| → ∞).
We perform a time-dependent basis transformation on
the qubits so that the new basis states are the instanta-
neous eigenvectors of H̃(0). Such a basis transformation
is given by (see Appendix A 2)

Û = exp

[
λ

2

(
−eiµŜ+ + e−iµŜ−

)]
(4)

with cosλ = ∆/
√

4g2|α|2 + ∆2 and µ = arg(α). In this

new basis, the Hamiltonian is given by H̄ = ÛH̃Û† +

i
˙̂
UÛ†. The inertial term is of the form i

˙̂
UÛ† = O(1)S++

h.c., where O(1) denotes a term which does not diverge as
∆ → ∞. Crucially, since the gap between the eigenstates
of H(0) diverges as ∆ → ∞ and we consider a pulse
duration T independent of ∆, the inertial term can be
neglected as ∆ → ∞, leaving H̄ = ÛH̃Û†.

A direct calculation (see Appendix A 2) now shows

H̄ = δâ†â+
(
ε1 − i

γ1
2

)
n̂+

(
εe − i

γe
2

)
n̂e (5)

+ (ζâ† + ζ∗â)(n̂− n̂e)

where

εe/1 = (∆ ±
√

∆2 + 4g2|α|2)/2 + O(1) (6)

ζ =
g2α√

4g2|α|2 + ∆2
(7)

γe/1 =
γ

2

(
1 ±

√
1 − 4|ζ|2/g2

)
(8)

where the expressions above are evaluated with the +
sign for εe and γe and the − sign for ε1 and γ1. We
note that Eqs. (6)–(8) are time-dependent. In Sec. III C
below we use the time-dependency of ζ to implement the
desired quantum gate.

If we assume that none of the qubits start in state
|e⟩, the terms in Eq. (5) proportional to n̂e can be ne-
glected. Furthermore, the ε1n̂ term just corresponds to
a frequency shift of the qubits, which can be compen-
sated for either by single qubit z-rotation at the end of
the gate, or by a change of reference frame. We are thus
left with the effective Hamiltonian

Heff = δâ†â+
(
−iγ1

2
+ ζâ† + ζ∗â

)
n̂. (9)

This effective Hamiltonian simply describes a driven cav-
ity, where the driving strength ζn̂ depends on the num-
ber n of qubits in state |1⟩. It is thus analogous to the
Hamiltonian for a Mølmer-Sørensen gate [12].

The finite lifetime γ of the state |e⟩ leads to an effective
error rate γ1n̂. Note that since the basis transformation
in this section only affected the space of the qubits, the
Lindblad operator Leff = L =

√
κâ is unchanged. We

discuss the influence of these error sources in Sec. III D
below.

C. Implementation of a Quantum Gate

In this section we use the effective Hamiltonian (9) to
derive a shape of ζ(t) which implements a quantum gate
UA = exp

(
iθn̂2

)
on the qubits only and leaves the system

in a state with no entanglement between the photons
and the qubits. We first consider the loss free case γ =
κ = 0, while the infidelity for finite values of γ and κ is
calculated in the next section.

Below in Sec. III C 1 we show that if ζ(t) is chosen of

the form ζ(t) = −δf(t) + iḟ(t), the effective Hamilto-
nian (9) implements the quantum gate UA = exp

(
iθn̂2

)
with

θ = δ

∫ T

0

dtf(t)2. (10)

We note that here f can be any real function satisfying
f(0) = f(T ) = 0, ḟ(0) = ḟ(T ) = 0, and δ2f(t)2+ ḟ(t)2 <
g2/4 for all t. These constraints follow from the two
points below:

(i) To find a pulse η(t) in the original Hamiltonian (1)
which leads to the desired ζ(t) in the effective Hamil-
tonian (9), Eqs. (7) and (2) have to be inverted to
first find α(t) and then η(t). Equation (7) is only in-
vertible if |ζ(t)| < g/2, which imposes the constraint

δ2f(t)2 + ḟ(t)2 < g2/4 on the choice of f , while Eq. (2)
can be solved for η(t) for any differentiable α(t).

(ii) However, we require α(0) = α(T ) = 0, so that
the new frame introduced in Sec. III B coincides with the
lab frame at t = 0 and t = T . This is guaranteed by
f(0) = f(T ) = 0 and ḟ(0) = ḟ(T ) = 0.

1. Derivation of the geometric phase for γ = κ = 0

Now we show that the choice ζ(t) = −δf(t) + iḟ(t)
indeed leads to the implementation of UA with the phase
θ given by Eq. (10). While this derivation is analogous to
that of a Mølmer-Sorensen gate [12], we rederive it here
in a way which allows for the easy addition of the effects
of finite γ and κ in the next section.

We first assume that the qubits start in a computa-
tional basis state |q⟩ (q ∈ {0, 1}N ) with exactly n =∑N
j=1 qj qubits in state |1⟩ (i.e. n̂ |q⟩ = n |q⟩). Addition-

ally, we assume that the cavity starts in a coherent state
|β(0)⟩. Since any initial state of the joint cavity-qubit
system can be written as a superposition of states of the
form |ψ(0)⟩ = |β(0)⟩⊗|q⟩, those states suffice to uniquely
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determine the dynamics of the system under Heff for any
initial state.

We now make the Ansatz |ψ(t)⟩ = eiφn(t) |βn(t)⟩ ⊗ |q⟩,
which indeed satisfies the Schrödinger equation for Heff

if

β̇n = −iδβn − inζ (11)

φ̇n = −nRe(ζ∗βn) (12)

Making the choice ζ(t) = −δf(t) + iḟ(t), the solution to
Eq. (11) is given by

βn(t) = β(0)e−iδt + nf(t) (13)

Plugging this into Eq. (12) yields

φn(T ) = −nRe

[∫ T

0

dt(−δf(t) − iḟ(t))
(
β(0)e−iδt + nf(t)

)]

= −nRe

[∫ T

0

dt
(
−nδf(t)2 + ḣ(t)

)]
, (14)

where

h(t) = −i
(
β(0)f(t)e−iδt +

1

2
nf(t)2

)
. (15)

Using that h(0) = h(T ) = 0, we obtain φn(T ) = n2θ.
Thus, the final state at time t = T is |ψ(T )⟩ =

eiθn
2 ∣∣β(0)e−iδT

〉
⊗ |q⟩ =

∣∣β(0)e−iδT
〉
⊗ (UA |q⟩). Since

the final state of the cavity is independent of n, there
is no entanglement between the qubits and the cavity at
time T . Furthermore, since UA is independent of β(0),
and any arbitrary initial state of the cavity can be writ-
ten as a superposition of different coherent states |β(0)⟩,
the implemented unitary is in fact independent of the
initial state of the cavity.

2. Generation of GHZ states

The unitary UA can be used together with global single
qubit gates to generate the GHZ state [24, 25]

|GHZ⟩ = (|0...0⟩ + |1...1⟩)/
√

2 (16)

on N qubits as follows: Start by preparing the system

in |+⟩⊗N , where |+⟩ = (|0⟩ + |1⟩)/
√

2. Then apply UA
for θ = π/2, followed by the single qubit gate Usq =
U3U2U1 on each qubit, where U1 = exp(iπσz/4), U2 =

(σx + σz)/
√

2 and U3 = exp(iπ(N + 1)σz/(4N)). For
convenience, we restate the proof of this known result in
Appendix A 6.

D. Performance in the presence of losses

In this section we calculate the gate fidelity for the im-
plementation of UA in the presence of losses. In contrast

to the previous section we restrict ourselves to an initial
state |0⟩ of the cavity. We start by solving the Lind-
blad equation with the effective Hamiltonian Heff and
the jump operator L. This allows us to find the quantum
channel E acting on the qubits which is obtained if the
cavity is traced out after the gate. Given E , we then find
an expression for the infidelity. In the limit γ, κ→ 0 and
T → ∞, the infidelity is found analytically to be

1 − F =

(
κ

4(1 + 2−N )δ
+

γδ

2g2

)
Nθ. (17)

To our knowledge this is the first analytical solution of
1 − F for Hamiltonians of the type of Eq. (9) in the
presence of the relevant losses.

1. Solution of the Lindblad Equation

To solve the Lindblad equation for Heff of Eq. (9) and
L, we proceed analogously to Sec. III C by first providing
an Ansatz for the density matrix of the joint cavity-qubit
system and then verifying that this Ansatz provides the
correct solution of the time-dependent Lindblad equa-
tion.

To determine E , it is sufficient to consider initial op-
erator of the form ρ(0) = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ |q⟩ ⟨q′| of the joint
cavity-qubit system, where |q⟩ and |q′⟩ (q, q′ ∈ {0, 1}N )
are computational basis states with exactly n =

∑
j qj

and m =
∑
j q

′
j qubits in state |1⟩.

We now make the Ansatz

ρ(t) = eiφnm |βn⟩ ⟨βm| ⊗ |q⟩ ⟨q′| / ⟨βn|βm⟩ . (18)

In Appendix A 3 we show that this Ansatz solves the
Lindblad equation if

β̇n = −(iδ + κ/2)βn − inζ (19)

φ̇nm = (m− n)(ζβm + ζ∗βn) + i(m+ n)γ1/2 (20)

The quantum operation on the Hilbert space of the qubits
is given by

E(|q⟩ ⟨q′|) = trcav(ρ(T )) = eiφnm(T ) |q⟩ ⟨q′| . (21)

This latter expression for E is used in the next subsection
to determine the fidelity F .

2. Analytic calculation of the fidelity for γ, κ ̸= 0

With Eq. (21), the averaged gate fidelity can be com-
puted as

F =

∫
dψ ⟨ψ| e−iθn̂

2

E(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|)eiθn̂
2

|ψ⟩ (22)

=

∑N
n=0

(
N
n

)
eiφnn +

∑N
n,m=0

(
N
n

)(
N
m

)
eiφnm−i(n2−m2)θ

2N (2N + 1)
,
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FIG. 2. Protocol A: (a) Infidelity of a CZ gate vs pulse du-
ration T for different values of C and γ/κ. Solid lines show
the infidelity (analytic result) in the ∆ → ∞ limit, circles
show the infidelity (numerical calculation) at a finite value of
∆, chosen such that maxt |η(t)| = 30g. For each T , C and
γ/κ, δ is optimized to obtain the minimal 1-F . (b) Numerical
(circles) and analytical (dashed line) value of the infidelity vs
C in the ∆, T → ∞ limit for different values of γ/κ.

where the integral is taken over the whole computational
subspace, and the second expression follows from [35].

Equation (22) now allows us to calculate the gate fi-
delity for arbitrary values of δ, T , γ and κ by inserting
the solutions of Eqs. (19) and (20), given by

βn(t) = −in
∫ t

0

dt′ζ(t′)e−(iδ+κ/2)(t−t′) (23)

and

φnm(T ) =

∫ T

0

[
(m− n)(ζ(t)βm(t)∗ + ζ(t)∗βn(t))

+ i(m+ n)γ−(t)/2
]
dt, (24)

respectively. In the limit γ, κ → 0 and T → ∞ this can
be evaluated to Eq. (17). From Eq. (17) we observe that
δ can be used to trade between the infidelity arising from
the decay of photons in the cavity (proportional to κ)
and decay of the ancillary state |e⟩ (proportional to γ).

The infidelity is minimized for δ =
√
κ/[2(1 + 2−N )γ]g,

which gives

1 − F = Nθ/
√

2(1 + 2−N )C, (25)

where C = g2/(γκ) denotes the cooperativity.

E. CZ gate: Numerical Results

In the following, we confirm our analysis above and find
the infidelity of the UA gate away from the limit ∆, η →
∞ via a numerical simulation of the full Lindblad equa-
tion for the specific case of the CZ gate (N = 2). The lat-
ter is implemented, up to single qubit gates, for θ = π/2.

To achieve this, we choose f(t) =
√

4π/(3δT ) sin2(πt/T ),

which satisfies the requirement δ
∫ T
0
f(t)2dt = π/2 (see

Eq. (10)). We numerically verify that there is a δ with
|ζ(t)| < g/2 for all t as long as Tg ≥ 8.3.

For the chosen f , the infidelity 1 − F is shown in
Fig. 2(a) as a function of the pulse duration T for sev-
eral values of the cooperativity C and ratios γ/κ. The
solid lines show the infidelity in the limit ∆ → ∞ cal-
culated analytically using Eqs. (22)-(24). The choice of
δ has been optimized to achieve the best fidelity at each
value of the pulse duration T . As T → ∞ the infidelity
approaches its asymptotic value, which is as predicted
by Eq. (17) independent of γ/κ and only depends on the
cooperativity C. For shorter pulse durations, there is a
slight dependency on γ/κ, with the best infidelity always
being achieved at γ/κ ∼ 1. Note that the asymptotic
value of the infidelity as T → ∞ is often already closely
approached for durations T ∼ 20g−1, underlining the fast
speed of protocol A.

The dots in Fig. 2(a) show the infidelity which is
achieved at a finite value of ∆, chosen such that
maxt η(t) = 30g. These values were found through a nu-
merical integration of the Lindblad equation given by H
[Eq. (1)] and the jump operator L. Only small deviations
between the numerical and the analytical results can be
observed, showing that a maximum driving strength of
30g is sufficient to implement protocol A with high fi-
delity.

Finally, Fig. 2(b) compares the asymptotic value of
the infidelity from Fig. 2(a) with its analytical prediction

1 − F = 1.99/
√
C from Eq. (25). A good agreement is

observed for all values of C and γ/κ.
This concludes our discussion of protocol A. We have

demonstrated that by driving the strongly detuned cav-
ity with a strong drive η, the unitary UA = exp

(
iθn̂2

)
can be implemented through the proper choice of η(t).
We derived the infidelity of protocol A and showed that
it agrees with numerical simulations. Finally, we demon-
strated how protocol A can be used together with single
qubit gates to generate a GHZ state on N qubits.

IV. PROTOCOL B

In contrast to protocol A, protocol B is an adiabatic
protocol that operates in the limit η → 0, with detun-
ings ∆, δ = O(g), and a pulse duration T = O(η−2). In
Sec. IV A we discuss protocol B in the absence of losses,
followed by the calculation of the infidelity for finite val-
ues of γ and κ in Sec. IV B. We confirm our analysis
through a numerical simulation in Sec. IV C. In Sec. IV D
we discuss how several repetitions of protocol B can be
used to implement arbitrary phase gates.

A. Loss free case

We start by assuming γ = κ = 0. We consider an
initial state |ψ(0)⟩ = |0⟩⊗ |q⟩, with the cavity starting in



7

state |0⟩ and the qubits in a computational basis state |q⟩
(q ∈ {0, 1}N ), with exactly n =

∑
j qj qubits in state |1⟩.

Note that |ψ(0)⟩ is an eigenstate of the Hamiltonian H
[Eq. (1)] for η = 0. If now η is varied slowly enough, the
system will stay in an eigenstate of H and accumulate a
dynamical phase. Since at the final time we have again
η(T ) = 0, we obtain |ψ(T )⟩ = eiφn |0⟩ ⊗ |q⟩, where the
dynamical phase is given by

φn = −
∫ T

0

⟨ψn(t)|H(t) |ψn(t)⟩dt. (26)

Using second order perturbation theory, one obtains (see
Appendix B 1)

φn = − I

δ − ng2/∆
, (27)

where I =
∫ T
0
|η(t)|2dt is the pulse energy.

Thus, the pulse implements a unitary UB =
exp
[
−iI/(δ − n̂g2/∆)

]
.

B. Performance in the presence of losses

For γ, κ ̸= 0 the quantum operation on the space of
the qubits can be approximated by (see Appendix B 2)

E(|q⟩ ⟨q′|) = cnme
i(φn−φm) |q⟩ ⟨q′| . (28)

Again, |q⟩ and |q′⟩ are computational basis states of the
qubits with exactly n =

∑
j qj and m =

∑
j q

′
j qubits in

state |1⟩, respectively. The coefficients cnm are given by

cnm = 1 − [(γn + γm + (sn − sm)2], (29)

with

γn =
γng2

(∆δ − ng2)2
I = − γ

∆

ng2

∆δ − ng2
φn (30)

sn =

√
κ∆

∆δ − ng2

√
I = ±

√
κ∆√

|∆δ − ng2|

√
|φn|. (31)

where in the last equality the sign is + if ∆/(∆δ−ng2) >
0 and − otherwise.

The fidelity can be calculated analogously to Eq. (22)
as

F =

∑N
n=0

(
N
n

)
cnn +

∑N
n,m=0

(
N
n

)(
N
m

)
cnm

2N (2N + 1)
(32)

To implement a CZ gate (N = 2), up to single qubit
gates, I has to be chosen such that |φ2 − 2φ1 + φ0| = π.
Given this choice, the values of δ and ∆ that maximize
F can be found numerically as δ = 0.529

√
κ/γg, ∆ =

−2.09
√
γ/κg, which gives 1 − F = 1.79/

√
C.

The scaling of the optimal δ and ∆ with γ and κ can
be explained as follows: Inserting the second expressions

γ/κ = 0.01 γ/κ = 1 γ/κ = 100γ/κ = 10γ/κ = 0.1
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FIG. 3. Protocol B: (a) Infidelity (numerical calculation) for
a CZ gate as a function of pulse duration T for different values
of C and γ/κ. (b) Infidelity of a phase-rotation gate with α =
π/4 in the T → ∞ limit as a function of N . Also shown is the
infidelity of the same gate implemented using a decomposition
into CZ and single-qubit gates using the circuit from Ref. [27].
(c) Infidelity of a CN−1Z gate vs N when implemented using
protocol B and by decomposition into CZ and single qubit
gates using an ancilla-free Gray-code [32].

from Eq. (30) and (31) into Eq. (32) shows that for any
given phases φ0, ..., φN , the infidelity is of the form 1 −
F = γh1(δ∆)/|∆| + κh2(δ∆)|∆|, where h1 and h2 are
positive functions independent of γ and κ which only
depend on δ and ∆ through their product δ∆. At a
fixed value of δ∆, the optimal choice of ∆ is thus |∆| =√
γ/κ

√
h1(δ∆)/h2(δ∆), and the infidelity is 1 − F =√

2γκh1(δ∆)h2(δ∆). Since h1 and h2 are independent
of γ and κ, the optimal value of the product δ∆ is also
independent of γ and κ. Since ∆ ∝

√
γ/κ it follows

δ ∝
√
κ/γ.

C. CZ gate: Numerical Results

To confirm our formula for the infidelity and to deter-
mine the infididelity for finite pulse durations T , we nu-
merically solve the Lindblad equations for different pulse
durations T and different values of γ and κ. To achieve
adiabaticity, η(t) is chosen as a flat-top pulse, rising to
its maximium value ηmax with a sin2-shaped flank of du-
ration T0 ≤ T/2, staying at ηmax for a duration T − 2T0,
and then falling back to 0 in a sin2-shaped flank. T0 and
ηmax are numerically chosen to satisfy |φ2−2φ1+φ0| = π
with the minimal possible slope maxt |η̇(t)|.

Figure 3(a) shows the infidelity as a function of T for
a CZ gate using protocol B for different values of C and
γ/κ. We find that 1−F approaches its asymptotic value
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1.79/
√
C for pulse durations 102g−1 ≲ T ≲ 103g−1, while

for smaller T it increases due to diabatic errors. The
different behavior for different γ/κ ratios arises due to
a nontrivial behavior of |φ2 − 2φ1 + φ0| away from the
perturbative approximation made above.

D. Implementation of arbitrary phase gates

1. Derivation

In the following we show how N −1 repetitions of pro-
tocol B can be used to implement an arbitrary symmetric
phase gate exp(iφ(n̂)) for any function φ(n̂), up to single
qubit gates and a global phase.

To see this, let us consider applying protocol B
N − 1 times, with different detunings δ1, ..., δN−1 and
∆1, ...,∆N−1 and different pulse energies I1, ..., IN−1 in
each pulse. We require the that ∆k−δk is independent of
k, so that the different pulses can be implemented by only
changing the amplitude, duration and detuning of the ex-
ternal drive of the cavity, while the detuning between the
cavity frequency and the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition stays con-
stant. Each of these pulses now implements a phase gate
exp(iφk(n̂)) with φk(n̂) given through Eq. (27). Taking
all pulses together and adding a global phase θg and a
single qubit phase θs, the implemented phase gate is

φ(n̂) = θg + n̂θs −
N−1∑
k=1

Ik
δk − n̂g2∆k

(33)

Observe that the φ(n̂) depend linearly on the N + 1
variables θg, θs and I1, ..., IN−1. Thus, since there are
N + 1 possible values of n (from 0 to N), Eq. (33) has a
unique solution of the θg, θs and I1, ..., IN−1 as a function
of φ(·) and the δk and ∆k. Hence there are pulse energies
I1, ..., IN−1 to implement exp(iφ(n̂)) up to single qubit
gates and a global phase. Note that such I1, ..., IN−1

can be found for any choice of the δk and ∆k. In Ap-
pendix B 4 we give a method based on linear program-
ming to find the δk and ∆k which minimize the gate
infidelity.

2. Arbitrary Multi-Qubit Phase Gates: Numerical Results

We exemplify the procedure described above for
two classes of multi-qubit gates: Phase-rotation
gates exp(−iαZ1 ⊗ ...⊗ Zn) – corresponding to phases
φn = −α(−1)n – and N -qubit multi-controlled-Z gates
(CN−1Z gates), i.e. phase gates with φN = π and φn = 0
for n < N . The infidelity for both multi-qubit gates as a
function of N is shown in Fig. 3(b,c) for different values of

γ/κ. Here, we take δk−∆k = 2.09g/
√
κ/γ+0.529g

√
κ/γ

(the optimal choice for N = 2), and choose the
δ1, ..., δN−1 to maximize the fidelity (See Appendix B 4).

Note that for CN−1Z gates we consider the minimal fi-
delity Fmin = min|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|CN−1ZE(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|)CN−1Z |ψ⟩ in-
stead of the average gate fidelity for a fair comparison be-
tween different N . An approximately linear scaling of the
infidelity with N is observed for both gates in Fig. 3(b,c).
Our protocol outperforms implementations using decom-
positions into individual CZ and (perfect) single qubit
gates in both cases for any N > 2.

This concludes our discussion of protocol B. We showed
that by driving the cavity with a weak and slowly chang-
ing pulse η(t), a multi-qubit quantum gate can be imple-
mented by adiabatic evolution. Like for protocol A, the
infidelity in the limit T → ∞ only depends on the coop-
erativity and not on the ratio γ/κ. We also showed how
N − 1 repetitions of protocol B with different pulse pa-
rameters can be used to implement any symmetric phase
gate.

V. FIDELITY ESTIMATES IN REALISTIC
SYSTEMS

In this section we provide estimates for the achievable
gate fidelity and pulse duration for protocols A and B for
three different physical systems. We discuss atoms cou-
pled to an optical cavity in Sec. V A, Rydberg atoms cou-
pled to a microwave cavity in Sec. V B, polar molecules
coupled to a microwave cavity in Sec. V C, and supercon-
ducting fluxonium qubits coupled to a microwave cavity
in Sec. V D.

A. Neutral atoms coupled to an optical cavity

As a first example, we consider neutral 87Rb
atoms trapped in optical tweezers and coupled to
a fiber Fabry-Perot cavity as pioneered in Refs.
[36–38]. As qubit states, we choose the elec-
tronic groundstates |0⟩ =

∣∣5 2S1/2 F = 1mF = 0
〉

and

|1⟩ =
∣∣5 2S1/2 F = 2mF = 0

〉
, while the ancillary

state |e⟩ is the electronically excited state |e⟩ =∣∣5 2P3/2 F = 3mF = 0
〉
. The linewidth of the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩

transition (λ = 780 nm) is γ = 2π × 6 MHz (FWHM).
For the cavity we assume a finesse F ≈ 2×105, a waist

radius wr ≈ 2µm and a length L ≈ 40µm [36–38] result-
ing in a cooperativity of C = 3λ2F/(2π3w2

r) ≈ 1500 with

a coupling strength of g =
√

3λ2cγ/(2π2w2
rL) ≈ 2π×400

MHz and κ = πc/LF ≈ 2π × 20 MHz (FWHM), so that
γ/κ ≈ 0.3. These values for the cavity parameters are
within experimental reach [36].

With the numbers above, for protocol A a CZ gate on
two atoms can be achieved with a fidelity of 1−F ≈ 5.1%
in the limit T,∆ → ∞. Finite values for ∆ can be chosen
as long as ∆ < ω0, with the latter the energy separation
between the states |0⟩ and |1⟩ (which is about 6.8 GHz
for the states given above). For example, for a detuning
∆ = 1 GHz, the infidelity only slightly increases to 1 −
F = 6.4% for a choice of a finite (fast) pulse duration
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T = 80 ns. Other choices of ∆ and T are possible [see
plot Fig. 2(a)].

For protocol B, the infidelity in the limit T → ∞
is given by 1 − F = 4.6%. Similar infidelities can be
achieved for finite pulse durations, e.g. 1 − F = 5.0%
for T = 120 ns. These gate speeds compare favorably to
those for current fast neutral atom gates [39, 40], however
the fidelity is limited by the cooperativity C. We note
while these infidelities are comparatively large, they are
sufficient for specific tasks, e.g. for linking error corrected
qubits [41].

B. Rydberg atoms coupled to a microwave cavity

Higher fidelities at the expense of longer gate durations
can be achieved by taking both |1⟩ and |e⟩ to be Rydberg
states e.g. |1⟩ =

∣∣90 2P3/2

〉
and |e⟩ =

∣∣90 2S1/2

〉
in Cs

with lifetime 2 ms and 820 µs, respectively , while |0⟩
is chosen as a long-lived state in the ground manifold of
the atoms. In this case, the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition has the
frequency ωe ≈ 2π×5 GHz, and is thus in the microwave
regime.

The states |1⟩ and |r⟩ may be coupled via a supercon-
ducting microwave resonator with reasonable coupling
strength g ≈ 2π×4 MHz [42]. Quality factors Q > 3×108

have been reported for microwave stripline resonators
[43], yielding κ = ωe/Q ≈ 2π × 17 Hz, and thus a co-
operativity C = 5 × 109, with γ/κ ≃ 12.

We include the decay of the state |1⟩ in our analysis,
which is important as the latter is now a Rydberg state
with a lifetime comparable to that of |e⟩. Therefore, the
minimal infidelity is not achieved anymore as ∆, T → ∞,
but at finite values of T . For protocol A, as an example
we choose ∆ = 2π × 400 MHz, which is much smaller
than the spacing of |1⟩ and |e⟩ to adjacent Rydberg states
(approximately 5 GHz). The minimal infidelity of 1−F =
2.3 × 10−4 is then achieved at T = 800ns. Furthermore,
protocol A could be used to generate a GHZ state on
40 qubits with an infidelity below 10−2, in a duration of
T = 800 ns (the same duration as for a CZ gate).

Since protocol B is much slower than protocol A, due
to its adiabatic nature, it is also affected more strongly
by the decay of |e⟩. However, the minimal achievable
infidelity of 1 − F = 2.1 × 10−3 at T = 6.0µs still sig-
nificantly outperforms the infidelities from the previous
section (Sec.V A).

C. Polar Molecules coupled to a microwave cavity

As a final platform we consider ultracold po-
lar molecules coupled to a microwave resonator
[44–46]. Following Ref. [44], we assume Ca79Br
molecules [47] trapped electrostatically in the
vicinity of a superconducting microwave stripline
resonator. We chose the computational ba-
sis states |0⟩ = |N = 1,mN = 0, F = 1,mF = 0⟩,

|1⟩ = |N = 1,mN = 0, F = 2,mF = 1⟩ to be differ-
ent hyperfine levels of the first excited rotational
manifold of the molecule, where N is the rota-
tional quantum number. The ancillary state |e⟩ is
then chosen in the second excited rotational level,
|e⟩ = |N = 2,mN = 0, F = 2,mF = 1⟩. These states are
chosen to ensure that |0⟩ , |1⟩ and |e⟩ are simultaneously
trappable [44].

For this choice of states the frequency of the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩
transition is given by ωe = 2π × 11 GHz and is thus in
the microwave regime. Coupling strengths up to g =
2π×400 kHz can be achieved with realistic experimental
parameters [44]. Assuming Q = 3 × 108 (as in Sec. V B)
yields κ = ωe/Q ≈ 2π × 37 Hz, while the decay from |e⟩
is γ ≲ 10−2Hz [48] and can be neglected. If we assume
γ = 0, arbitrarily low fidelities can be reached if we allow
for arbitrarily long gate times. At finite pulse duration,
protocol A can achieve an infidelity of 1 − F = 1.0 ×
10−5 already at a pulse duration of T = 80µs, at ∆ =
2π × 1.2 MHz ≫ g. Again, other choices of T and ∆ are
possible, see Fig. 2(a).

At the same pulse duration, the infidelity of protocol B
is given by 1−F = 8.7×10−5. This is almost one order of
magnitude worse than protocol A, but nevertheless still
sufficient for most quantum information processing tasks.

D. Superconducting Fluxonium qubits

Our protocols can also be applied to superconducting
qubits coupled via a driven microwave resonator. For our
purposes, we consider fluxonium qubits [49] which have a
level structure compatible with our protocols. Consider-
ing the experimental parameters from [50] at an external
flux of Φext = 0.49Φ0 (near, but not at the so-called sweet
spot of 0.5Φ0), we obtain the ground state |0⟩ and the
long lived state |1⟩ (T1 in the millisecond regime [51]) sep-
arated by ∼ 2π× 100MHz, while the next higher excited
state |e⟩ is separated by 2π × 3.5GHz from |0⟩ [52, 53].

The dominant error in this regime is a finite dephasing
time T ∗

2 ≈ 20µs of the |0⟩ ↔ |1⟩ transition [54], which
is in fact not included in the error analysis in Secs. III
and IV. We estimate the effect of this errors as an addi-
tional T/T ∗

2 contribution to the infidelity.
We assume a coupling strength of g = 2π × 10MHz

(much smaller than the spacing between |0⟩ and |1⟩) to
selectively couple the |0⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition to the mi-
crowave resonator. We choose this transition instead of
the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition and flip the roles of |0⟩ and |1⟩
since the coupling of the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition to the cavity
is weaker than the coupling of |0⟩ ↔ |e⟩, further suppress-
ing the unwanted coupling of |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ to the cavity. Fur-
ther, we take 1/γ = 5µs (including decay and dephasing
of |e⟩) and Q = 3 × 108. For protocol A, these values al-
low for an infidelity of 4.0% for a CZ gate (dominated by
the contribution from T ∗

2 of 3.2%) at ∆ = 2π × 30 MHz,
δ = 2π × 13 MHz and T = 640 ns. The T ∗

2 contribution
could be reduced by using a larger coupling strength g,
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which would however lead to an increased unwanted cou-
pling of the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition to the cavity, the effect
of which is beyond the scope of this work. For protocol
B, a slightly lower infidelity of 3.7% can be achieved at
the same pulse duration.

We note that while these fidelity estimates are lower
than that for traditional nearest neighbor two qubit gates
on fluxonium qubits [55], the non-local nature of our gate
allows to couple distant qubits, which is only possible
with several CZ gates – implying a reduced fidelity in
systems with only nearest neighbor coupling. We also
note that dynamical decoupling schemes have been pro-
posed to extend T ∗

2 of a fluxonium qubit beyond 100µs
[56], which would reduce the infidelities of protocol A and
B to 1.5% and 1.1%, respectively.

VI. APPLICATIONS TO QUANTUM ERROR
CORRECTION

The methods described here together with fast and re-
liable near neighbour gates may be integrated into an
architecture to support fault tolerant quantum computa-
tion. For an application of non-local entangled states pre-
pared using Protocol A, consider a setup where each reg-
ister qubit has one or more neighbouring ancillary qubits
that are addressable. A useful primitive gate is the non-
local measurement of a Pauli operator with support on a
set of distantly separated register qubits {qk}. This could
be used for stabilizer measurements or a non-destructive
Pauli measurement gate in an LDPC code for example.
Such measurements could be performed à la Shor [57]
using a |GHZ⟩ on the set of ancilla {ak} neighbouring
the {qk} and prepared via Protocol A, so that the ancilla
controlled gates targeting the register qubits would be
spatially near neighbour. The usual |GHZ⟩ verification
steps before the controlled operations would themselves
be non-local, but they can be obviated using the Aliferis-
DiVincenzo method [58]. In that procedure, errors in
the |GHZ⟩ preparation (encoding) can be accounted for
by unpreparing (decoding) the state, which is achievable
non-locally since our method is unitary, and measuring
the ancilla to infer errors which can be accounted for by
adapting the Pauli frame of the computation.

The method above is particularly advantageous when
measurements are slow and can be made fault tolerant by
performing a second level repetition code on the ancilla.
That is achievable via near neighbour controlled opera-
tions between the {ak} and a second set of neighbour-
ing ancilla {bk} after the controlled operations acting on
the {qk}. A syndrome measurement compatible with a
bit flip error in both ancilla sub-blocks implies a fault
in the non-local encoding that propagated to the data
register and can be accounted for in subsequent gates.
Otherwise the error likely occured during the non-local
decoding and the process can be repeated. Note an alter-
native method for non-local stabilizer measurments is to
use flag qubits [59]. This uses fewer ancilla (as few as 2)

but would require faster resets and k non-local CZ gates
to measure a weight k non-local stabilizer. Using proto-
col A, for C ≫ 1 the fidelity for preparing a |GHZk⟩ state
vs. a circuit of k CZ gates are comparable but the time
to prepare the former for a fixed fidelity is shorter, essen-
tially independent of k, potentially favoring the former
approach in this context.

An application of Protocol B is to perform non-local
CN−1Z gates, which are locally equivalent to multi-
controlled Toffoli gates, for majority voting circuits.
These are frequently used e.g. in measurement free quan-
tum error correction [29–31]. Even though for N > 2 the
gate is not Clifford and our implementation is not fault
tolerant, the gate can be used for fault tolerant quantum
error correction when it involves controls that are ancilla
that carry error syndrome data that is classical [29].

VII. CONCLUSION

We have presented two new protocols for implement-
ing a large family of non-local multi-qubit quantum gates
on qubits coupled to a common cavity mode. These pro-
tocols are implemented by applying a classical drive to
the cavity mode, while no external drive on the qubits
is required. Applied to just two qubits, both protocols
form, together with single qubit gates, a universal gate
set for quantum computing. Applied on more than two
qubits, protocol A can be used to generate a GHZ state,
while protocol B can be used to implement arbitrary
phase gates, such as phase-rotation or multi-controlled
Z gates. We evaluated the fidelity of both protocols in
the presence of a finite lifetime of the ancillary state |e⟩ of
the qubits and of the photons in the cavity, finding that
the infidelity scales as O(C−1/2). For Rydberg atoms
or polar molecules coupled via a microwave cavity, we
expect that our protocols can achieve infidelities below
10−3 with realistic parameters, while for neutral atoms
coupled via optical cavities infidelities of the order of a
few percent can be reached.

Our protocols allow for the first time the realization
of a large family of deterministic non-local multi-qubit
quantum gates with applications in digital quantum sim-
ulations, metrology, cryptography and error correction,
by controlling the system via only a simple classical drive
of the cavity. In a quantum computing architecture, our
protocol could be applied in several manners, either as
the only entangling gate of the architecture, or in con-
junction with other, local, entangling protocols. For ex-
ample, in an array of Rydberg atoms, entangling op-
erations between nearby atoms could be performed us-
ing the Rydberg blockade mechanism, while entangling
atoms further apart could be done with our protocols.
It is also possible to use our protocols only for certain
error correction tasks, while other entangling operations
are done by local gates. Finally, our protocols could also
be extended to overlapping cavities [21] to connect even
more atoms.
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In this work we modeled each qubit as a three level sys-
tem and the cavity as a single bosonic mode. We expect
that our protocols are generalizable to more complicated
models with e.g. several excited states, a nonzero cou-
pling from |0⟩ to |e⟩, or several bosonic modes (e.g. light
modes of different polarizations) supported in the cav-
ity. For example, the derivations of both protocols can
be extended in a straightforward manner to include the
coupling of |1⟩ to a second exited state |e′⟩. Such an
additional coupling would only effect the parameter θ in
protocol A and the dependency of φ(n̂) on n̂ in protocol
B. Finding the optimal gate parameters and the achiev-
able fidelities for more general models of the qubit and
the cavity will be subject to future work.

We expect that our protocols may significantly bene-
fit from optimization of the time-dependent pulse-shape
η(t). In particular, while the infidelity for the various
gates in the limit T → ∞ is independent of the exact
choice of η, we expect that the infidelity at finite T could
be improved by applying quantum optimal control tech-
niques to optimize the pulse-shape of η(t) [60, 61], making
our protocols both higher-fidelity and faster.
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Appendix A: Supporting calculations for protocol A

1. First basis transformation on the cavity

Here we discuss the first time-dependent basis trans-
formation on the subsystem of the cavity. For
a function α(t) consider the displacement operator
D(α(t)) = exp

(
α(t)â† − α∗(t)â

)
. Recall that it satisfies

D(α)âD(α)† = â − α and D(α)â†D(α)† = â† − α∗, and
furthermore

d
dtD(α) = [α̇â† − α̇∗â+ iIm(α̇∗α)]D(α)

= D(α)[α̇â† − α̇∗â− iIm(α̇∗α)].
(A1)

Now we define ρ̃ = D(α)ρD(α)†. It satisfies

˙̃ρ = −i(H ′ρ̃− ρ(H ′)†) + L′ρ̃(L′)† − 1
2{(L′)†L′, ρ̃}

+
(

d
dtD(α)

)
D(α)†ρ̃+ ρ̃D(α)

(
d
dtD(α)†

)
(A2)

where H ′ = D(α)HD(α)† and L′ = D(α)LD(α)†.
We calculate

H ′ = δâ†â+ (∆ − iγ/2)n̂e + g(â†Ŝ− + âŜ+)

+ (iη − δα)â† − (iη∗ + δα∗)â+ −gα∗Ŝ−

− gαŜ+ + δ|α|2 + i(ηα∗ − η∗α)

(A3)

L′ρ̃(L′)† − 1
2{(L′)†L, ρ̃} = Lρ̃L† − 1

2{L
†L, ρ̃}+

κ
2 (−α∗âρ− αρâ† + α∗ρâ+ αâ†ρ)

(A4)
and(

d

dt
D(α)

)
D(α)†ρ̃+ ρ̃D(α)

(
d

dt
D(α)†

)
= [α̇â†− α̇∗â, ρ̃]

(A5)
Plugging this into Eq. (A2) gives

˙̃ρ = −iH̃ρ̃+ iρ̃H̃† + LρL† − 1

2
{L†L, ρ} (A6)

with

H̃ = δâ†â+ (∆ − iγ/2)n̂e + g(â†Ŝ− + âŜ+) (A7)

− gα∗Ŝ− − gαŜ+ +
[
(iη − (δ − iκ/2)α+ iα̇)â† + h.c.

]
Now we take α(t) such that

α̇ = −η − (iδ + κ/2)α (A8)

which is satisfied by

α(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′η(t′)e−(iδ+κ/2)(t−t′). (A9)

With this choice, H̃ becomes simply

H̃ = δâ†â+(∆−iγ/2)n̂e+g(â†Ŝ−+âŜ+)−gα∗Ŝ−−gαŜ+

(A10)

2. Second basis transformation on the qubits

We perform the time dependent basis transformation
H̄ = UH̃U† + iU̇U† for

U = exp

[
λ

2

(
−eiµŜ+ + e−iµŜ−

)]
(A11)

and

H̃ = δâ†â+(∆−iγ/2)n̂e+gâ
†Ŝ−+gâŜ+−gαŜ+−gα∗Ŝ−.

(A12)
We calculate

U =
[
|0⟩ ⟨0| + cos

(
λ
2

)
(|1⟩ ⟨1| + |e⟩ ⟨e|)

+ sin
(
λ
2

) (
−eiµ |e⟩ ⟨1| + e−iµ |1⟩ ⟨e|

) ]⊗N (A13)
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which gives

UŜ+U† =
(
UŜ−U†

)†
= cos2

(
λ

2

)
Ŝ+ − e−2iµ sin2

(
λ

2

)
Ŝ−

+ e−iµ sin

(
λ

2

)
cos

(
λ

2

)
(n̂− n̂e), (A14)

and

Un̂eU
† = cos2

(
λ

2

)
n̂e + sin2

(
λ

2

)
n̂ (A15)

+ sin

(
λ

2

)
cos

(
λ

2

)(
e−iµŜ− + eiµŜ+

)
Now first consider H(0) = ∆n̂e − gαŜ+ − gα∗Ŝ−, the
part of H̃ that scales with ∆. We choose λ and µ so that
UH(0)U† is diagonal. We find

U H(0)U† =

[
∆ cos2

(
λ

2

)
+
g

2

(
αe−iµ + c.c.

)
sin (λ)

]
n̂e

+

[
∆ sin2

(
λ

2

)
− g

2

(
αe−iµ + c.c.

)
sin (λ)

]
n̂ (A16)

+

[
∆

2
eiµ sin (λ) + e2iµ sin2

(
λ

2

)
gα∗ − gα cos2

(
λ

2

)]
Ŝ+

+

[
∆

2
e−iµ (λ) + e−2iµ sin2

(
λ

2

)
gα− gα∗ cos2

(
λ

2

)]
Ŝ−

The coefficients of Ŝ+ and Ŝ− vanish for µ = arg(α) and
λ such that ∆ sin

(
λ
2

)
cos
(
λ
2

)
= gα(cos2

(
λ
2

)
− sin2

(
λ
2

)
),

which is satisfied for cosλ = ∆/
√

∆2 + 4g2|α|2.
We denote by ε− and ε+ the coefficients of n̂ and
n̂e,respectively, and find

ε− = ∆ sin2

(
λ

2

)
− 2g|α| sin

(
λ

2

)
cos

(
λ

2

)
(A17)

=
1

2

(
∆ −

√
∆2 + 4g2|α|2

)
ε+ = ∆ cos2

(
λ

2

)
+ 2g|α| sin

(
λ

2

)
cos

(
λ

2

)
(A18)

=
1

2

(
∆ +

√
∆2 + 4g2|α|2

)
Now we consider H̃−H(0) = δâ†â−iγ2 n̂e+gâŜ++gâ†Ŝ−

and calculate U(H̃−H(0))U† term by term (the notation
O(1) refers to the limit ∆ → ∞).

Uâ†âU† = â†â (A19)

U n̂eU
† =

1 − cosλ

2
n̂+

1 + cosλ

2
n̂e + O(1)Ŝ+ + O(1)Ŝ−

=
n̂+ n̂e

2
− ∆ (n̂− n̂e)

2
√

∆2 + 4g2|α|2
+ O(1)Ŝ+ + O(1)Ŝ− (A20)

UŜ+U† =
α∗√

∆2 + 4g2|α|2
(n̂− n̂e) + O(1)Ŝ+ + O(1)Ŝ−

(A21)

so that in total we find

UH̃U† = δâ†â+ (ε1 − iγ1/2)n̂+ (εe − iγe/2)n̂e(A22)

+ (ζâ† + ζ∗â)(n̂− n̂e) + O(1)Ŝ+ + O(1)Ŝ−

where

γ± =
γ

2

(
1 ± ∆√

∆2 + 4g2|α|2

)
, (A23)

ζ =
g2α√

∆2 + 4g2|α|2
. (A24)

Now using the fact that iU̇U† is O(1) and acts on the
qubits only (i.e. contains no a or a† terms) we obtain the
expression (5) from the main text for H̄.

3. Analytic solution of time evolution under Heff

In this section we find the analytic solution of the Lind-
bladt equation ρ̇ = −iHρ + iρH† + LρL† − 1

2{L
†L, ρ}

under H = δâ†â + (−iγ1(t)/2 + ζ(t)â† + ζ(t)∗â)n̂ and
L =

√
κâ for an arbitrary drive ζ(t) and time dependent

decay rate γ1(t). For this, we assume an initial state
ρ(0) = |βn(0)⟩ ⟨βm(0)|⊗ |q⟩ ⟨q′|, where βn and βm are co-
herent states and |q⟩(|q′⟩) are computational basis states
with n(m) qubits in state |1⟩. Note that initial states of
this form are a basis of space of all possible initial density
matrices, so solving the Lindbladt equation for the initial
state ρ(0) suffices to solve it for an arbitrary initial state.

In the following we show that the solution to the Lind-
blad equation is given by

ρ(t) = eiφnm(t) |βn(t)⟩ ⟨βm(t)| ⊗ |q⟩ ⟨q′|
⟨βm(t)|βn(t)⟩

(A25)

where β̇n = −(iδ + κ/2)βn − inζ, i.e.

βn(t) = βn(0)e−(iδ+κ/2)t − in

∫ t

0

dt′ζ(t′)e−(iδ+κ/2)(t−t′)

(A26)
and

φnm(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′ [(m− n)(ζ(t′)βm(t′)∗ (A27)

+ ζ(t′)∗βn(t′)) + i(m+ n)γ1(t′)/2] .

Tracing out the cavity then gives the reduced density
matrix ρeff = eiφnm(t) |q⟩ ⟨q′| discussed in the main text.

To show Eq. (A25), we make the Ansatz ρ = ρnm ⊗
|q⟩ ⟨q′| with ρnm(t) = cnm(t) |βn(t)⟩ ⟨βm(t)|. The Lind-
blad equation gives

ρ̇nm = −iHnρnm + iρH†
m + LρnmL

† − 1

2
{L†L, ρnm},

(A28)
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with Hn = δâ†â+ (−iγ1/2 + ζâ† + ζ∗â)n.
We start by calculating the left side of Eq. (A28). It

is a property of coherent states that

d

dt
|βn(t)⟩ = β̇nâ

† |βn⟩ −
1

2

d|βn|2

dt
|βn⟩ (A29)

so that

ρ̇nm = cnmβ̇nâ
† |βn⟩ ⟨βm| + cnmβ̇

∗
m |βn⟩ ⟨βm| â(A30)

+

(
ċnm − cnm

2

d(|βn|2 + |βm|2)

dt

)
|βn⟩ ⟨βm|

Now we evaluate the right side of Eq. (A28):

Hnρnm/cnm =
[
(δβn + nζ) â† (A31)

+ nζ∗βn − inγ1/2] |βn⟩ ⟨βm|
ρnmH

†
m/cnm = [(δβ∗

m +mζ∗) â (A32)

+ mζβ∗
m + imγ1/2] |βn⟩ ⟨βm|

LρnmL
†/cnm = κβnβ

∗
m |βn⟩ ⟨βm| (A33){

L†L, ρnm
}
/cnm =

[
κβnâ

† + κβ∗
mâ
]
|βn⟩ ⟨βm|(A34)

Together, Eq. (A32)-(A34) give

−iHnρnm + iρnmH
†
m + LρnmL

† − 1

2
{L†

nmL, ρnm}

= cnm(−iδβn − inζ − κβn/2)â† |βn⟩ ⟨βm|
+ cnm(iδβ∗

m + imζ∗ − κβ∗
m/2) |βn⟩ ⟨βm| â

+ cnm(−inζ∗βn + imζβ∗
m + κβnβ

∗
m

− (n+m)γ1/2) |βn⟩ ⟨βm| (A35)

Equating Eq. (A31) and Eq. (A35) gives Eq. (A26), as
well as

ċnm/cnm =
1

2

d(|βn|2 + |βm|2)

dt
(A36)

− inζ∗βn + imζβ∗
m + κβnβ

∗
m − (n+m)γ1/2

Now we take cnm = eiφnm/ ⟨βm|βn|βm|βn⟩. Using
⟨βm|βn|βm|βn⟩ = exp

(
− 1

2 (|βn|2 + |βm|2) + β∗
mβn

)
we

obtain

iφ̇nm =
ċnm
cnm

+
d

dt

(
−1

2
(|βn|2 + |βm|2) + β∗

mβn

)
(A37)

= −inζ∗βn + imζβ∗
m + κβnβ

∗
m

− (n+m)γ1/2 + β̇∗
mβn + β∗

mβ̇n

= i(m− n)ζ∗βn + i(m− n)ζβ∗
m − (n+m)γ1/2

where in the last equality we inserted β̇n = −(iδ +
κ/2)βn − inζ. Integrating Eq. (A37) gives Eq. (A28).

4. Calculation of the Fidelity in the limit T → ∞

In the following we show that in the limit T → ∞ and
to first order in γ and κ the infidelity of protocol A is
given by

1 − F =

(
κ

4(1 + 2−N )δ
+

γδ

2g2

)
Nθ. (A38)

In the limit T → ∞ the solution to β̇n = −(iδ+κ/2)βn−
inζ can be obtained by an adiabatic approximation. For
this, we insert β̇n = 0 and obtain

βn =
−inζ

iδ + κ/2
≈ −nζ

δ

(
1 + i

κ

2δ

)
. (A39)

With Eq. (7) and (10) (main text) we obtain

φnm = (n2−m2)θ+(m−n)2
iκ

2δ
θ+i(m+n)

∫ T

0

dtγ1(t)/2

(A40)

where θ = 1
δ

∫ T
0

dt|ζ(t)|2. Since in the limit T → ∞ we
have ζ → 0 we approximate

γ1 =
γ

2

(
1 −

√
1 − 4|ζ|2/g2

)
≈ γ|ζ|2

g2
(A41)

so that

φnm
θ

= n2 −m2 + (m− n)2
iκ

2δ
+ (m+ n)

iγδ

2g2
(A42)

Inserting this into Eq. (22) (main text) and using that

N∑
n,m=0

(
N

n

)(
N

m

)
(m− n)2 = 4N

N

2
(A43)

and

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(n+ n) = 2NN, (A44)

N∑
n,m=0

(
N

n

)(
N

m

)
(n+m) = 4NN, (A45)

we obtain Eq. (A38).

5. Effects of coupling inhomogeneities on the
fidelity

In this section we calculate the effect different cou-
plings g1, ..., gN of each qubit to the cavity on the gate
fidelity. We assume that the g1, ..., gN are independent
and identically distributed random variables and have the

quadratic mean ḡ =
√
E[g2j ]. Furthermore assume that

the drive η(t), and thus α(t), is chosen as given in the
main text, with the homogeneous coupling g replaced by
ḡ.

To be able to obtain analytical solutions we restrict
ourselves to the case T → ∞, but expect a similar scaling
for finite T .

Following the same steps as in the main text, an effec-
tive Hamiltonian can be found as

Heff = δa†a+
∑

q∈{0,1}N

(ζqa
† + ζ∗q a) |q⟩ ⟨q| (A46)
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where

ζq =

N∑
j=1

qj
g2jα√

4g2j |α|2 + ∆2
≈ α

∆

N∑
j=1

qjg
2
j (A47)

where the last approximation holds in the T → ∞ limit,
where |α| ≪ ∆.

Starting in the initial state |ψ(0)⟩ = |0⟩ ⊗ |q⟩ for a
computational basis state q ∈ {0, 1}N , the state at the
final time T is given by |ψ(T )⟩ = eiφq(T ) |βq⟩⊗ |q⟩, where

β̇q = −iδβq − iζq and φ̇q = −Re(ζ∗qβq). In the limit
T → ∞ we obtain βq(t) = −ζq(t)/δ and

φq(T ) =

∑
j

qjg
2
j

2 ∫ T

0

dt
|α(t)|2

∆δ
(A48)

=

∑
j

qjg
2
j

2

θ

ḡ4

≈ nθ2 +
2nθ

ḡ2

∑
j

qj(g
2
j − g2)

where n =
∑
j qj is the number of qubits in state |1⟩.

Crucially, βq(T ) = 0, so that the action of the gate can
still be described by a unitary operation, given by U =∑
q e

iφq(T ) |q⟩ ⟨q|. In the following, we will evaluate the

averaged fidelity for the difference U†
AU between the gate

UA which we aim to implement, and the gate U which is
actually implemented.

The averaged fidelity can be evaluated as [35]

1 − F =
1

2N (2N + 1)

2N +

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

q∈{0,1}N

ei(φq(T )−nθ2)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2


≈ 1 +
1

2N (2N + 1)

[(∑
q

(φq − n2θ)

)2

− 2N
∑
q

(φq − n2θ)2

]
(A49)

We obtain the upper bounds

1 − F ≤ 1

2N

∑
q

(φq − n2θ)2 (A50)

=
4θ2

ḡ4
1

2N

∑
q∈{0,1}N

n∑
j

qj(g
2
j − ḡ2)

2

The expected value of the infidelity can be upper

bounded, using the independence of the gj , as

E[1 − F ] ≤ 4θ2

ḡ4

∑
q

n2
∑
j

q2jE[(g2j − ḡ2j )2] (A51)

=
4θ2

ḡ4
Var[g21 ]

1

2N

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
n3 (A52)

= N2(N + 3)
θ2

2ḡ4
Var[g21 ]. (A53)

Note that since we assume that the gj are independent
and indetically distributed, the Var[g21 ] can be replace by
Var[g2j ] for any j.

6. Generation of GHZ states

In the following, we show that a GHZ state can be

generated by applying UA with θ = π/2 to |+⟩⊗N , fol-
lowed by the three single qubit gates U1 = exp(iπσz/4),

U2 = (σx + σz)/
√

2 and U3 = exp(iπ(N + 1)σz/(4N)).
For this, we proceed in two steps. First, we show that

|ψ⟩ = U⊗N
1 UA |+⟩⊗N is the graph state of the complete

graph with N vertices. Then we employ the known result
that this graph state is equivalent to a GHZ state up to
global single qubit gates [24, 25] to explicitly find U2 and
U3 to convert the graph state to the GHZ state.

To see that |ψ⟩ is this graph state, we calculate that
(up to an irrelevant global phase)

U⊗N
1 UA = exp(−iπn̂/2) exp

(
iπn̂2/2

)
(A54)

= exp

iπ∑
j<k

n̂(j)n̂(k)


where n̂(j) is the single qubit operator |1⟩ ⟨1| on qubit j,

so that n̂ =
∑N
j=1 n̂

(j). Thus, U⊗N
1 UA applies a CZ gate

simultaneously on each qubit pair. Hence, the state |ψ⟩
is indeed the graph state of the complete graph with N
vertices

To convert |ψ⟩ into a GHZ state, we use that |ψ⟩ is
stabilized by the N independent stabilizers

S1 = σx ⊗ σz ⊗ ...⊗ σz (A55)

S2 = σz ⊗ σx ⊗ σz ⊗ ...⊗ σz (A56)

...

SN = σz ⊗ ...⊗ σz ⊗ σx (A57)

i.e. it satisfies Sk |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩ for each k. Thus, U⊗N
2 |ψ⟩ is

stabilized by U⊗N
2 SkU

⊗N
2 (note that U†

2 = U2). A direct
calculation shows that also the state

|GHZα⟩ = (|0...0⟩ + eiα |1...1⟩)/
√

2 (A58)

with α = π(N + 1)/2 is stabilized by the U⊗N
2 SkU

⊗N
2 .

Hence, we conclude U⊗N
2 |ψ⟩ = |GHZα⟩, up to an irrel-

evant global phase. A GHZ state can now be generated
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by applying U⊗N
3 to U⊗N

2 |ψ⟩ to convert |GHZα⟩ to the
GHZ state.

Another way to see this is to write UA = ei
π
2 n̂

2

=

ei
π
2 (NŜz+(Ŝz)2). Since UA is permutation symmetric, if

we start in the symmetric state |+⟩⊗N then we stay in
the maximally symmetric subspace of the spins with to-
tal spin S = N/2 spanned by the Dicke states {|M⟩} for
M = −N/2, . . . , N/2. The action of UA on this space
is UA |M⟩ = ei

π
2M(N+M) |M⟩. For N = 2ℓ (even), then

up to a global phase the action on this space is U =

e(−1)ℓ+1iπ4 (P+−P−), where P± is the projector onto states
with even(odd) Hamming weight. Writing the parity op-

erator σ⊗N
z = P+−P− we have UA = e(−1)ℓ+1iπ4 σ

⊗N
z . We

see that applying the uniform Hadamard gate afterward
prepares the GHZ state up to a local phase gate

H⊗NUA |+⟩⊗N = H⊗NUAH
⊗N |0⟩⊗N

= e(−1)ℓ+1iπ4 σ
⊗N
x |0⟩⊗N

= (|0 . . . 0⟩ − iN+1 |1 . . . 1⟩)/
√

2.
(A59)

A similar argument follows for N odd.

Appendix B: Supporting calculations for protocol B

1. Eigenenergies of H in perturbation theory

In this section we calculate perturbations of the
eigenenergies of H in the limit η → 0. To find the
eigenenergy for a computational basis state |q⟩ with n
qubits in state |1⟩ it is sufficient to consider the three

states |0, q⟩, |1, q⟩ and |χ⟩ = Ŝ+ |0, q⟩ /
√
n, where the

first entry in a ket vector denotes the number of excita-
tions in the cavity mode, and the second entry denotes
the state of the qubits. Projected onto these three states,
H is given by

H = δ |1, q⟩ ⟨1, q| + ∆ |χ⟩ ⟨χ| + g
√
N(|1, q⟩ ⟨χ| + |χ⟩ ⟨1, q|)︸ ︷︷ ︸

H0

+ iη |1, q⟩ ⟨0, q| − iη∗ |0, q⟩ ⟨1, q|︸ ︷︷ ︸
V

(B1)

Denote by |p±⟩ the eigenstates of H0 and by E± their
corresponding energies. The second order perturbation
of the eigenenergy of |0, q⟩ is

εn = −
∑
j

| ⟨0, q|V |pj⟩ |2

Ej
(B2)

= −η2 ⟨1, q|H−1
0 |1, q⟩

= − |η|2∆

∆δ − ng2

The corresponding eigenstate is

|ψq(t)⟩ = |0, q⟩ − i
η(t) (∆ |1, q⟩ − g

√
n |χ⟩)

∆δ − ng2
(B3)

2. Effect of losses

In this section we calculate process E of protocol B
to first order in γ and κ in the adiabatic limit. We
assume an initial state ρ(0) = |0, q⟩ ⟨0, q′|. Let U(t)
be unitary evolution in the absence of noise, and let
ρ̃(t) = U(t)†ρ(t)U(t). Then

˙̃ρ = −γ
2U

†n̂eUρ̃− γ
2 ρ̃U

†n̂eU + κU†âUρ̃U†â†U
− κ

2U
†â†âUρ̃− κ

2 ρ̃U
†â†âU

(B4)

To first order in γ and κ we thus find using the adiabatic
approximation U(t) |0, q⟩ = e−iφn(t) |ψq(t)⟩ with φn(t) =∫ t
0

dt′εn(t′) that

ρ̃(T ) = |0, q⟩ ⟨0, q′| (B5)

+

∫ T

0

dt
[
− 1

2
e−iφn(t)U†(t)(γn̂e + κâ†â) |ψq(t)⟩ ⟨0, q′|

− 1

2
eiφm(t) |0, q⟩ ⟨ψq′(t)| (γn̂e + κâ†â)U(t)

+ κe−i(φn(t)−φm(t))U†(t)â |ψq(t)⟩ ⟨ψq′(t)| â†U(t)
]

We obtain

cnm := ei(φn(t)−φm(t)) ⟨q| E(|q⟩ ⟨q′|) |q′⟩ (B6)

=

∞∑
k=0

⟨k, q| ρ̃(T ) |k, q′⟩

Up to second order in η only terms with k = 0 contribute,
so we obtain

cnm = 1 +
∫ T
0

dt− [ 12 ⟨ψq(t)| (γn̂e + κâ†â) |ψq(t)⟩
− 1

2

〈
ψ′
q(t)
∣∣ (γn̂e + κâ†â)

∣∣ψ′
q(t)
〉

+ κ ⟨ψq(t)| â |ψq(t)⟩
〈
ψ′
q(t)
∣∣ â† ∣∣ψ′

q(t)
〉 ]
.

(B7)
Using that ⟨ψq| n̂e |ψq⟩ = |η|2g2n/(∆δ − ng2)2,

⟨ψq| â†â |ψq⟩ = |η|2∆2/(∆δ − ng2)2 and
⟨ψq(t)| â |ψq(t)⟩ = −iη∆/(∆δ − ng2) we find

cnm = 1 − γn + γm
2

− s2n + s2m − 2snsm
2

(B8)

with

γn =
γng2

(∆δ − ng2)2
I sn =

√
κ∆

∆δ − ng2

√
I. (B9)

3. Effects of coupling inhomogeneities on the
fidelity

Analogously to Sec. B 3 we now calculate the effect
of inhomogeneities in the coupling strength in protocol
B. We assume again that the g1, ..., gN are independent
and identically distributed random variables and have the

quadratic mean ḡ =
√
E[g2j ].
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Repeating the derivation in the main text with cou-
plings g1, ..., gN which are different for each qubit gives
a phase

φq = − I
δ− 1

∆

∑N
j=1 qjg

2
j

≈ − I
δ−nḡ2/∆ − I∆

(δ∆−nḡ2)2
∑
j qj(g

2
j − ḡ2)

(B10)

which is accumulated when starting with the qubits in
state |q⟩ (for q ∈ {0, 1}N . Here, as in Sec. B 3, we use
n =

∑
j qj . Analogously to Eq. (A51) we obtain

1 − F ≤ 1

2N

∑
q∈{0,1}N

 I∆

(δ∆ − nḡ2)2

∑
j

qj(g
2
j − ḡ2)

2

(B11)
so that

E[1 − F ] ≤ Var[g21 ]
1

2N

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
n

[
I∆

(δ∆ − nḡ2)2

]2
(B12)

4. Using protocol B for arbitrary phase gates

In this section we discuss how protocol B can be
used to implement phase gates exp(iφ(n̂)) for arbitrary
φ = (φ(0), ..., φ(N)) (Here and in the following a bold
font is used to indicate vector quantities). We aim to
do this by applying K pulses with detunings δ1, ..., δK
and ∆1, ...,∆K , as well as driving fields η1(t), ..., ηK(t)
and corresponding pulse energies I = (I1, ..., IK) with

Ik =
∫ Tk

0
|ηk(t)|2dt. With this, we implement a phase

gate with φ = AI, where A is a (N +1)×K matrix with

Ank = − 1

δk − ng2/∆k
. (B13)

By adding the infidelities of the individual pulses we ob-
tain an average gate infidelity b · I, where

bk =
1

2N (2N+1)

(
N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
ϵ
(n,n)
k +

N∑
n,m=0

(
N

n

)(
N

m

)
ϵ
(n,m)
k

)
(B14)

with

ϵ
(n,m)
k = γg2

(
n

(∆kδk−ng2)2 + m
(∆kδk−mg2)2

)
+ κ∆2

(
1

∆kδk−ng2 − 1
∆kδk−ng2

)2
.

(B15)

Thus, for a fixed set of detunings δ1, ..., δK and
∆1, ...,∆K , finding the optimal values of I becomes a

linear programming problem:

Find I

that minimizes b · I
subject to AI = φ

and I ≥ 0

The solution to this linear program can be readily found
using the simplex method, which is implemented in var-
ious software packages.

Since the solution of the given linear program is always
on an extremal point of the simplex given by AI = φ
and I ≥ 0, there are exactly N + 1 indices k such that
Ik ̸= 0. To find the optimal pulse detunings one can
thus take the following approach: First take K ≫ N and
take the δ1, ..., δK to form a uniformly spaced grid. Take
∆k − δk some constant independent of k to ensure that
the different pulses can be implemented by only changing
the pulse frequency, not the frequency of the cavity or
the |1⟩ ↔ |e⟩ transition. Now the linear program given
above is solved, giving N+1 indices k1,..., kN+1 at which
Ik ̸= 0. To implement the phase gate given by φ, N + 1
pulses with detunings δk1 ,...,δkN+1

and ∆k1 ,...,∆kN+1
as

well as pulse energies Ik1 , ..., IkN+1
have to be applied.

A reduction to N − 1 instead of N + 1 required pulses
is obtained if one only aims to implement the phase gate
exp(iφ(n̂)) up to a global phase and single qubit gates.
Formally, this means replacing the constraint AI = φ by

∀n ≥ 2 (AI)n−n(AI)1 + (n− 1)(AI)0 = φn (B16)

Since this condition is still linear in I, the optimal I can
be found as before through a linear program.

With the procedure outlined above, I is chosen to
maximize the average gate fidelity. For implementing
a CN−1Z gate, our goal is instead to maximize the min-
imal fidelity. This is not possible with our linear pro-
gramming approach in a straight forward manner, so we
resort to a heuristic approach. For this, we replace the
bk (Eq. (B14)) by

bk =
1

(N + 1)2

N∑
n,m=0

ϵ
(n,n)
k (B17)

and solve the corresponding linear program. Compared
to Eq. (B14) this approach has the advantage that it
weights the performance of the gate for all n and m
equally, while Eq. (B14) weights terms with n,m ∼ N/2
higher than terms with extreme n and m. The resulting
I are then used to evaluate the minimal fidelity.
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V. Vuletić, Fault-Tolerant Connection of Error-Corrected
Qubits with Noisy Links (2023).

[42] J. D. Pritchard, J. A. Isaacs, M. A. Beck, R. McDermott,
and M. Saffman, Hybrid atom-photon quantum gate in
a superconducting microwave resonator, Physical Review
A 89, 010301 (2014).

[43] C. U. Lei, L. Krayzman, S. Ganjam, L. Frunzio, and R. J.
Schoelkopf, High coherence superconducting microwave
cavities with indium bump bonding, Applied Physics Let-
ters 116, 154002 (2020).
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