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Floquet engineering offers a compelling approach for designing the time evolution of periodically
driven systems. We implement a periodic atom-light coupling to realize Floquet atom optics on the
strontium 1S0 – 3P1 transition. These atom optics reach pulse efficiencies above 99.4% over a wide
range of frequency offsets between light and atomic resonance, even under strong driving where this
detuning is on the order of the Rabi frequency. Moreover, we use Floquet atom optics to compensate
for differential Doppler shifts in large momentum transfer atom interferometers and achieve state-
of-the-art momentum separation in excess of 400 ~k. This technique can be applied to any two-level
system at arbitrary coupling strength, with broad application in coherent quantum control.

Periodic driving has been employed for coherent con-
trol of quantum systems ranging from single atoms to
many-body and solid-state systems, and can reveal new
non-equilibrium phenomena [1–4]. In addition to fa-
cilitating the spectral design of dressed states, Floquet
modulation can be used to engineer the time-domain dy-
namics of two-level systems in the presence of a strong
drive [5, 6]. This finds application in quantum informa-
tion, where periodic driving can increase the robustness
of quantum superpositions against decoherence and de-
phasing [7, 8], as well as improve the fidelity of quantum
gate operations [9, 10]. Such high-fidelity state manip-
ulations are closely related to atom optics used in light-
pulse atom interferometry, where an atomic system is
interrogated with light at optical frequencies to intro-
duce inertial sensitivity [11, 12]. Highly efficient atom
optics allow for the application of many sequential light
pulses, enabling large momentum transfer (LMT) atom
interferometers with increased space-time area and sen-
sitivity [13–16].

In an LMT interferometer, the atomic center-of-mass
wavefunction is split into two components that follow
distinct trajectories, with the separation between these
arms determined by the number of photon momenta
transferred by the atom optics. For fast atom optics
pulses, the bandwidth can be sufficiently broad to ef-
ficiently drive transitions on both interferometer arms,
despite the differential Doppler shift [17]. However, con-
tinuing to scale up the momentum separation leads to a
substantial loss in transfer efficiency when the Doppler
shift ∆ approaches the atom-light coupling strength Ω.
There are a number of well-established strategies to ad-
dress such frequency errors in two-level systems, includ-
ing composite pulse sequences [18–20], adiabatic rapid
passage (ARP) techniques [21–23], and optimal quantum
control protocols [24, 25]. In many cases, it is of inter-
est to design pulses that provide broadband excitation
to accommodate a continuum of detuning errors, such as
Doppler shifts due to the temperature of an ensemble of
atoms. Instead, we study Floquet-engineered atom op-

tics designed to achieve perfect transfer efficiency for a
discrete set of detuning errors, corresponding to the two
velocities of the atom interferometer arms. We show that
Floquet atom optics can compensate for a wide range
of Doppler detunings in both the strong (Ω ∼ |∆|) and
weak (Ω� |∆|) coupling regimes, thereby circumventing
a leading loss mechanism in LMT atom interferometry.

We consider a periodic Hamiltonian using light on res-
onance with an optical transition in a two-level system
at rest in the lab frame. Using the rotating wave ap-
proximation (RWA) to neglect counter-rotating terms at
optical frequencies, the Hamiltonian describing one of the
interferometer arms with Doppler detuning ∆ is

Ĥ(t) =
~∆

2
σ̂z +

~Ω(t)

2
σ̂x,

where Ω(t) is some real, time-dependent Rabi coupling,
and σ̂j are the Pauli operators [26]. We periodically mod-
ulate the amplitude of the light pulse envelope at some
period T , such that Ω(t) = Ω(t + T ). The fundamen-
tal modulation frequency β ≡ 2π/T is generally detuned
by some modulation offset δ ≡ β − |∆| with respect to
the Doppler-shifted resonance. Note that despite making
the RWA at optical frequencies, counter-rotating terms
at harmonics of β cannot be ignored in the strong cou-
pling regime (Ω ∼ |∆|). As a result, we effectively realize
the dynamics of the strong drive Rabi model [27, 28].

In our case, an interferometer arm has a lab-frame
Doppler shift of either ∆ = +δωD or ∆ = −δωD. For
any purely amplitude-modulated (real) function Ω(t), the
evolution of the two arms on the Bloch sphere is instan-
taneously mirror symmetric [29]. This symmetry guar-
antees the two interferometer arms will have the same
transfer efficiency for any pulse shape and duration.

Using Floquet’s theorem, we can write the time evolu-
tion of the state in terms of the two Floquet modes [30].
In the strong coupling regime (Ω ∼ |∆|), these modes are
the time-dependent analogs of the dressed states [31]. By
analogy with Rabi oscillations in the weak coupling limit,
we may describe the strong coupling Floquet dynamics
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FIG. 1. (a) Measured normalized ground state population for a sine-wave Floquet pulse (black points) and associated pulse
envelope Ω(t) ≡ Ω(t)/Ω0 (bottom panel) with modulation offset δ = −2π × 0.35 MHz, detuning ∆ = ±δωD = ±2π×2 MHz,
and Rabi frequency Ω0 = 2π × 5 MHz. Numerical density matrix solutions are shown for both positive (blue) and negative
(red) detuning with no free parameters. These state trajectories are also illustrated on the Bloch sphere for an ideal Floquet
π pulse without spontaneous emission. (b) Square-wave Floquet pulse with δ = 2π × 1.75 MHz, ∆ = ±2π×2 MHz, and
Ω0 = 2π × 5 MHz. The blue and red dashed arrows show the torque vectors for the associated Doppler detunings, which flip
from left to right at t = T/2 as suggested by the gray arrows.

as resulting from a diabatic projection of the initial quan-
tum state into a superposition of time-dependent dressed
states (the Floquet modes).

Assuming the system starts in one of the bare atom
states |g〉 or |e〉, we engineer efficient transitions to the
opposite state by analyzing the evolution of the Floquet
modes as a function of the modulation offset δ and pulse
duration tπ. For weak coupling (Ω � |∆|) and sinu-
soidal drive Ω(t) = Ω0 cosβt, we recover the conven-
tional RWA π-pulse condition tπ = π/Ωg with gener-
alized Rabi frequency Ωg =

√
δ2 + (Ω0/2)2, where max-

imal efficiency is reached when the co-rotating frequency
component of Ω(t) is on resonance (δ = 0). In con-
trast, when Ω ∼ |∆| the analogous resonance condition
becomes time-dependent, reflecting the fact that the Flo-
quet modes periodically exchange energy with the drive.
Nevertheless, for any Ω and ∆, a simultaneous solution
can be found for δ and tπ that satisfies a generalized
π-pulse condition to allow perfect transfer [32]. We take
advantage of this to engineer optimized Floquet π pulses.

We experimentally demonstrate Floquet atom optics
on the 689 nm transition in 88Sr, with |g〉 =

∣∣1S0

〉
and

|e〉 =
∣∣3P1,m = 0

〉
. First, 106 atoms are prepared at

a temperature of 2 µK and a cloud size of σ = 135 µm.
The atoms are interrogated with a sequence of alternating
laser pulses from opposite directions as in [17], each de-
rived from a Ti:Sapph laser that is frequency stabilized to
a reference cavity. The pulse envelopes are controlled by
two single-pass acousto-optic modulators (AOMs) driven
by independent channels of an arbitrary function genera-
tor (AFG). The light is delivered to the atoms via optical
fibers, and each beam has an optical power of 180 mW
with a 1/e2 radial waist of 2 mm. On resonance, we
achieve a Rabi frequency of Ω0 = 2π × 5 MHz and a π-
pulse duration of t0 = 100 ns. For amplitude-modulated

(AM) Floquet pulses, the carrier waveform is modulated
by a chosen envelope function Ω(t) using the AFG. To en-
sure pure AM, we interferometrically measure any resid-
ual self-phase modulation in the optical fibers and apply
a compensatory phase to the waveform [32]. To simulate
an arbitrary Doppler shift ∆ = ±δωD for atoms at rest
in the lab frame, we detune the laser carrier frequency
from resonance using the AOMs.

We characterize the dynamics of the two-level system
during a Floquet pulse with the following experimental
sequence. First, a bias magnetic field of 100 G is applied
to suppress unwanted excitations to the m = ±1 Zeeman
sublevels of

∣∣3P1

〉
. We then transfer the atoms to the ex-

cited state |e〉 using a resonant π pulse. Next, we apply
a Floquet pulse of variable duration. Before detection, a
500 ns push pulse on the 1S0 – 1P1 transition at 461 nm
leads to vertical separation of the states after time of
flight. Finally, we measure the state populations via flu-
orescence imaging on this same transition. Our choice to
initialize the atoms in |e〉 when characterizing Floquet π
pulses minimizes detection errors caused by spontaneous
decay during the push pulse.

Fig. 1(a) shows the normalized ground state popula-
tion during a Floquet pulse with sine-wave modulation
Ω(t) = Ω0 cosβt at laser detunings ∆ = ±2π×2 MHz.
The observed dynamics notably differ from a resonant
Rabi oscillation, which is a manifestation of the time de-
pendence of the Floquet modes. We find efficient popula-
tion inversion >99% at the pulse parameters tπ = 232 ns
and β = 2π × 1.65 MHz. As expected, we observe sym-
metric time evolution for equal and opposite detunings.
The calculated state evolution during the Floquet π pulse
is shown on the Bloch sphere, illustrating the mirror sym-
metry for the two cases. We repeat the same characteri-
zation for square-wave modulation Ω(t) = Ω0 sgn(cosβt),
where the sign of the pulse envelope is switched ev-
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ery half-period T/2 [see Fig. 1(b)]. Efficient popula-
tion inversion > 99% is achieved at tπ = 183.5 ns and
β = 2π×3.75 MHz, and we again observe symmetric time
evolution. While both approaches achieve comparable fi-
delity, the optimal pulse duration for square-wave modu-
lation is shorter due to higher rms pulse amplitude [32].

The short duration (tπ < T ) of the pulses used in
Fig. 1 suggests a complementary time-domain description
of the Floquet dynamics analogous to a composite pulse
sequence. In particular, the piecewise constant amplitude
of the square-wave excitation allows for a simple geomet-
ric solution of the state evolution on the Bloch sphere.
During each half-period of modulation T/2, the state vec-
tor precesses at a constant rate

√
Ω2

0 + ∆2, tracing out
a circular arc on the sphere. This arc is coincident with
the base of a cone that has its vertex at the origin and
an axis given by the torque vector, (Ω0, 0,∆) for the first
half-period. Every subsequent half-period, Ω(t) changes
sign, mirroring the torque vector about the yz-plane and
leading to further precession around the base of the as-
sociated cone. Thus, finding optimal pulse parameters
is reduced to a purely geometric problem of determining
the intersections of a series of cones that pass through
the two poles of the Bloch sphere. For 0 ≤ |∆| ≤ Ω0 a
solution exists using two cones:

tπ =
2π√

Ω2
0 + ∆2

, β =

√
Ω2

0 + ∆2

1 +
2

π
cos−1

(√
Ω2

0 + ∆2

√
2 Ω0

)
This corresponds to the dynamics shown in Fig. 1(b). For
larger detunings, additional half-periods are required to
achieve efficient state transfer. Specifically, for detunings
in the range cot

(
π

2(n−1)

)
≤ |∆|

Ω0
≤ cot

(
π
2n

)
with integer

n, a solution can be found with n cones (half-periods).
We find analytic solutions for tπ and β up to n = 5 [32].

Fig. 2 shows optimal Floquet atom optics parame-
ters as a function of detuning ∆ for both sine-wave and
square-wave AM. We determine the maximum measured
transfer efficiency with a two-parameter grid search over
δ and tπ. The cusps in Figs. 2(a)-(b) mark the boundaries
of detuning ranges where n half-periods are required for
optimal transfer. In the large detuning limit |∆| � Ω0,
the optimal modulation frequency converges to δ = 0
for both modulation types, as expected in the weak cou-
pling regime where the RWA is valid [see Fig. 2(a)]. In
this regime, the pulse duration converges to the expected
tπ = 2t0 for sine-wave and tπ = π

2 t0 for square-wave
[Fig. 2(b)], corresponding to the Rabi couplings of the re-
spective Fourier amplitudes at the co-rotating frequency
β [32]. We see this same asymptotic behavior in the time
domain in Fig. 2(d), where for larger detunings the Flo-
quet dynamics begin to resemble Rabi oscillations that
are only weakly perturbed by counter-rotating terms.
Thus, we observe agreement with theory for Floquet π
pulses across the strong and weak coupling regimes.

FIG. 2. (a) Experimental characterization of optimal Flo-
quet π-pulse modulation offset δ = β − |∆| as a function
of laser detuning ∆/2π, for sine-wave (circles) and square-
wave (squares) AM. (b) Experimentally optimized pulse du-
ration tπ. The colored curves (blue, green, yellow, and red)
are the analytic solutions for square-wave modulation, with
the color corresponding to the number of half-periods n re-
quired to reach optimal transfer (n = 2, 3, 4, and 5, re-
spectively). The brown theory curves are numerical solutions
of the Schrödinger equation for sine-wave modulation. (c)
Measured efficiency of square-wave modulated pulses. The
dashed, colored curves are the expected pulse efficiency based
on the pulse duration, extrapolated from the measured effi-
ciency of resonant π pulses (dotted gray line). The error bars
and bands show one standard deviation of measurement un-
certainty. (d) Example time evolution for ∆ = 2π × 7 MHz
(left) and 2π × 14 MHz (right) with associated numerical
Schrödinger fits corresponding to n = 3 (green) and n = 5
(red). As the detuning increases, the dynamics converge to-
ward Rabi oscillations at reduced frequency 2

π
Ω0.
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Fig. 2(c) shows the measured efficiency of the square-
wave Floquet pulses. The dominant source of inefficiency
is spontaneous decay during the pulse, and as a result,
the square-wave pulses are uniformly more efficient than
the best measured efficiencies of the sine-wave pulses due
to their shorter duration [Fig. 2(b)]. To reduce detection
noise on the measured efficiency, we apply six consecu-
tive Floquet pulses and infer the average efficiency per
pulse. To account for shot-to-shot variation in pulse in-
tensity, we extract the peak efficiency from a histogram of
100 shots by fitting to a model that includes pulse area
noise and additive detection noise [32]. The observed
peak efficiency is ≥ 99.4% for all detunings, compared
to 99.63(4)% for a resonant conventional π pulse. The
variation of the pulse efficiency as a function of detun-
ing is explained by differences in spontaneous emission
loss due to the corresponding pulse duration, indicating
negligible losses from Doppler detuning. Our pulse ef-
ficiencies are comparable to recent atom interferometry
results [35], as well as experiments with single atoms in
optical tweezers [36].

To demonstrate the advantage of Floquet atom op-
tics over conventional pulses, we construct LMT Mach-
Zehnder interferometers with momentum separation
N ~k, where N is the LMT order. The sequence con-
sists of a π/2 beamsplitter pulse, followed by a series of π
pulses from alternating directions, each of which transfers
a net 2 ~k, and then a final π/2 pulse, as described in [17].
Note that there is no added interrogation time between
the beamsplitter and mirror pulses. For an LMT inter-
ferometer using Floquet atom optics, each pulse must be
individually optimized for the instantaneous velocities of
the interferometer arms. The pulse parameters δ and tπ
are determined by the analytic expressions above based
on the Doppler detuning. Since conventional pulses are
marginally more efficient at the lowest velocities, we use
conventional pulses until the arm velocities reach 26 ~k
and then switch to Floquet pulses for the majority of the
sequence.

The visibility of the interferometer is measured by
scanning the phase of the final π/2 pulse and fitting the
amplitude of the resulting sinusoidal interference fringe
[see Fig. 3 (inset)]. Each point in the scan is the popu-
lation in a bin around the center of each interferometer
output port, with bin size chosen to maximize the in-
terferometer SNR. When using conventional pulses, the
visibility is lost for momentum separation above 200 ~k.
In comparison, with Floquet atom optics we maintain in-
terferometer visibility beyond 400 ~k [see Fig. 3]. This is
the highest momentum separation with sequential-pulse
atom optics reported to date, even rivaling coherent ac-
celeration with optical lattice-based methods [37, 38].
Additionally, we achieve state-of-the-art efficiency per ~k,
competitive with other atom-optics techniques [39–41].

It is illustrative to compare Floquet atom optics to
other pulse engineering methods. In contrast to Flo-

FIG. 3. LMT interferometer visibility as a function of the
momentum separation of the arms using Floquet atom optics
(blue squares) and conventional π pulses (gray diamonds).
The dotted lines are a guide to the eye. The error bars are the
standard deviation of the residuals of the sinusoidal fits. The
inset is an example for a 201 ~k interferometer, showing the
normalized excited state population versus the interferometer
phase for Floquet atom optics (blue) and conventional pulses
(gray), as well as the associated fits (solid curves).

quet pulses, techniques such as composite pulses, ARP,
and optimal control typically require at least twice the
conventional π-pulse duration t0 [24, 42, 43], leading to
increased spontaneous emission loss. Additionally, Flo-
quet pulses can be simple to implement (e.g., AM using
a mixer) without necessarily requiring an AFG. In the
case of ARP, the state vector precesses multiple times as
it adiabatically follows the torque vector, leading to un-
wanted dynamic phase accumulation [23]. Floquet pulses
instead result from a diabatic projection into the Floquet
modes, avoiding systematic errors associated with exten-
sive adiabatic precession. As mentioned, square-wave
Floquet pulses may be considered a type of composite
pulse sequence in which the phase toggles between 0 and
π [44]. In contrast to composite pulses that incorporate
an unrestricted set of phases, Floquet atom optics are
instantaneously mirror symmetric with respect to detun-
ing. In the context of NMR, similar schemes have been
considered to compensate for a distribution of pulse inho-
mogeneities, including Floquet modulation [45, 46] and
symmetric composite pulse sequences [44]. Our approach
differs in that we take advantage of strong coupling dy-
namics to tune the modulation offset δ and pulse time tπ
to find the exact π-pulse condition for a given detuning.
Finally, quantum optimal control methods [25, 47, 48]
typically use many degrees of freedom to construct op-
timized phase and amplitude profiles, while Floquet π
pulses use only three degrees of freedom (Ω, δ, and tπ).

The performance of Floquet atom optics in LMT in-
terferometers can be further improved by increasing the
laser intensity. Operating at a Rabi frequency of 15 MHz
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would raise the theoretical limit for pulse efficiency to
99.9%, set by spontaneous emission loss due to the fi-
nite pulse duration. Floquet pulses approaching such ef-
ficiency can potentially support a momentum separation
of 1000 ~k. For a practical sensor, the interrogation time
of the interferometer can be increased without adding
spontaneous emission loss by shelving the atoms in the
ground state [17]. Floquet atom optics are applicable
to other systems where a discrete set of detunings must
be addressed, such as dual-isotope LMT atom interfer-
ometers where the differential recoil velocity between the
isotopes leads to Doppler detuning loss [49, 50]. Finally,
these results have broad application in two-level systems
exhibiting strong drive Rabi dynamics over a wide range
of operating parameters.

This work was supported in part by NSF QLCI Award
OMA - 2016244, the Gordon and Betty Moore Foun-
dation Grant GBMF7945, and the U.S. Department of
Energy, Office of Science, QuantiSED Intitiative.

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work.
† hogan@stanford.edu

[1] M. Bukov, L. D’Alessio, and A. Polkovnikov, Advances
in Physics 64, 139 (2015).

[2] A. Eckardt, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 011004 (2017).
[3] T. Oka and S. Kitamura, Annual Review of Condensed

Matter Physics 10, 387 (2019).
[4] C. Weitenberg and J. Simonet, Nature Physics 17, 1342

(2021).
[5] C. Deng, J.-L. Orgiazzi, F. Shen, S. Ashhab, and A. Lu-

pascu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 133601 (2015).
[6] C. Deng, F. Shen, S. Ashhab, and A. Lupascu, Phys.

Rev. A 94, 032323 (2016).
[7] Z. Huang, P. S. Mundada, A. Gyenis, D. I. Schuster,

A. A. Houck, and J. Koch, Phys. Rev. Applied 15, 034065
(2021).

[8] A. Gandon, C. L. Calonnec, R. Shillito, A. Petrescu, and
A. Blais, Engineering, control and longitudinal readout
of floquet qubits (2021).

[9] Z. C. Shi, W. Wang, and X. X. Yi, Scientific Reports 6,
22077 (2016).

[10] J.-L. Wu, Y. Wang, J.-X. Han, S.-L. Su, Y. Xia, Y. Jiang,
and J. Song, Phys. Rev. A 103, 012601 (2021).

[11] M. A. Kasevich and S. Chu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 181
(1991).

[12] D. M. Giltner, R. W. McGowan, and S. A. Lee, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 75, 2638 (1995).

[13] J. M. McGuirk, M. J. Snadden, and M. A. Kasevich,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 4498 (2000).

[14] H. Müller, S.-w. Chiow, Q. Long, S. Herrmann, and
S. Chu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 180405 (2008).

[15] S.-w. Chiow, T. Kovachy, H.-C. Chien, and M. A. Kase-
vich, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 130403 (2011).

[16] B. Plotkin-Swing, D. Gochnauer, K. E. McAlpine, E. S.
Cooper, A. O. Jamison, and S. Gupta, Phys. Rev. Lett.
121, 133201 (2018).

[17] J. Rudolph, T. Wilkason, M. Nantel, H. Swan, C. M.
Holland, Y. Jiang, B. E. Garber, S. P. Carman, and J. M.

Hogan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 083604 (2020).
[18] D. L. Butts, K. Kotru, J. M. Kinast, A. M. Radojevic,

B. P. Timmons, and R. E. Stoner, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B
30, 922 (2013).

[19] A. Dunning, R. Gregory, J. Bateman, N. Cooper,
M. Himsworth, J. A. Jones, and T. Freegarde, Phys. Rev.
A 90, 033608 (2014).

[20] P. Berg, S. Abend, G. Tackmann, C. Schubert, E. Giese,
W. P. Schleich, F. A. Narducci, W. Ertmer, and E. M.
Rasel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 063002 (2015).

[21] P. Marte, P. Zoller, and J. L. Hall, Phys. Rev. A 44,
R4118 (1991).

[22] J. Bateman and T. Freegarde, Phys. Rev. A 76, 013416
(2007).

[23] K. Kotru, D. L. Butts, J. M. Kinast, and R. E. Stoner,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 103001 (2015).

[24] J. C. Saywell, I. Kuprov, D. Goodwin, M. Carey, and
T. Freegarde, Phys. Rev. A 98, 023625 (2018).

[25] J. Saywell, M. Carey, I. Kuprov, and T. Freegarde, Phys.
Rev. A 101, 063625 (2020).

[26] Here we use the convention where σ̂z |g〉 = |g〉 and
σ̂z |e〉 = − |e〉.

[27] G. D. Fuchs, V. V. Dobrovitski, D. M. Toyli, F. J. Here-
mans, and D. D. Awschalom, Science 326, 1520 (2009).

[28] K. Dai, H. Wu, P. Zhao, M. Li, Q. Liu, G. Xue, X. Tan,
H. Yu, and Y. Yu, Applied Physics Letters 111, 242601
(2017).

[29] That is, if {g(t), e(t)} is a solution for ∆ = +δωD, with
g(t) and e(t) the amplitudes of the ground and excited
states, respectively, then {g(t)∗,−e(t)∗} is a solution for
∆ = −δωD.

[30] J. H. Shirley, Phys. Rev. 138, B979 (1965).
[31] S. Guérin, F. Monti, J.-M. Dupont, and H. R. Jauslin,

Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 30,
7193 (1997).

[32] See Supplemental Material [URL], which includes
Refs. [33, 34].

[33] R. H. Stolen and C. Lin, Self-phase-modulation in silica
optical fibers, Phys. Rev. A 17, 1448 (1978).

[34] R. Geiger, V. Ménoret, G. Stern, N. Zahzam, P. Cheinet,
B. Battelier, A. Villing, F. Moron, M. Lours, Y. Bidel,
et al., Detecting inertial effects with airborne matter-
wave interferometry, Nature Communications 2, 474
(2011).

[35] J. Saywell, M. Carey, M. Belal, I. Kuprov, and T. Free-
garde, Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Op-
tical Physics 53, 085006 (2020).

[36] I. S. Madjarov, J. P. Covey, A. L. Shaw, J. Choi, A. Kale,
A. Cooper, H. Pichler, V. Schkolnik, J. R. Williams, and
M. Endres, Nature Physics 16, 857 (2020).

[37] M. Gebbe, J.-N. Siemß, M. Gersemann, H. Müntinga,
S. Herrmann, C. Lämmerzahl, H. Ahlers, N. Gaaloul,
C. Schubert, K. Hammerer, S. Abend, and E. M. Rasel,
Nature Communications 12, 2544 (2021).

[38] Z. Pagel, W. Zhong, R. H. Parker, C. T. Olund, N. Y.
Yao, and H. Müller, Phys. Rev. A 102, 053312 (2020).

[39] T. Kovachy, S.-w. Chiow, and M. A. Kasevich, Phys. Rev.
A 86, 011606 (2012).

[40] M. Jaffe, V. Xu, P. Haslinger, H. Müller, and P. Hamil-
ton, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 040402 (2018).

[41] K. E. McAlpine, D. Gochnauer, and S. Gupta, Phys. Rev.
A 101, 023614 (2020).

[42] M. H. Levitt, Progress in Nuclear Magnetic Resonance
Spectroscopy 18, 61 (1986).

mailto:hogan@stanford.edu
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2015.1055918
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2015.1055918
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.011004
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031218-013423
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031218-013423
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01316-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-021-01316-x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.133601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.032323
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.032323
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.15.034065
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.15.034065
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2108.11260
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2108.11260
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep22077
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep22077
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.012601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.181
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.181
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2638
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2638
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.4498
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.180405
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.130403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.133201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.133201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.083604
https://doi.org/10.1364/JOSAB.30.000922
https://doi.org/10.1364/JOSAB.30.000922
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.90.033608
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.90.033608
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.063002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.44.R4118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.44.R4118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.013416
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.013416
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.103001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.023625
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.063625
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.063625
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1181193
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5006745
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5006745
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.138.B979
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/30/20/020
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/30/20/020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.17.1448
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1479
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1479
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6455/ab6df6
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6455/ab6df6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0903-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22823-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.053312
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.011606
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.011606
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.040402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.023614
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.023614
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0079-6565(86)80005-X
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0079-6565(86)80005-X


6

[43] N. V. Vitanov, T. Halfmann, B. W. Shore, and
K. Bergmann, Annual Review of Physical Chemistry 52,
763 (2001).

[44] A. Shaka and A. Pines, Journal of Magnetic Resonance
71, 495 (1987).

[45] D. Zax, G. Goelman, and S. Vega, Journal of Magnetic
Resonance (1969) 80, 375 (1988).

[46] D. Abramovich and S. Vega, Journal of Magnetic Reso-
nance, Series A 105, 30 (1993).

[47] J. Werschnik and E. K. U. Gross, Journal of Physics B:
Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 40, R175 (2007).

[48] N. C. Nielsen, C. Kehlet, S. J. Glaser, and N. Khaneja,
Optimal control methods in NMR spectroscopy, in eMa-
gRes (John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2010).

[49] P. Asenbaum, C. Overstreet, M. Kim, J. Curti, and M. A.
Kasevich, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 191101 (2020).

[50] M. Abe, P. Adamson, M. Borcean, D. Bortoletto,
K. Bridges, S. P. Carman, S. Chattopadhyay, J. Cole-
man, N. M. Curfman, K. DeRose, T. Deshpande, S. Di-
mopoulos, C. J. Foot, J. C. Frisch, B. E. Garber, et al.
(MAGIS), Quantum Science and Technology 6 (2021).

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.physchem.52.1.763
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.physchem.52.1.763
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2364(87)90249-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2364(87)90249-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2364(88)90312-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2364(88)90312-5
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmra.1993.1245
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmra.1993.1245
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/40/18/r01
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/40/18/r01
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470034590.emrstm1043
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470034590.emrstm1043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.191101
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/abf719

	Atom Interferometry with Floquet Atom Optics
	Abstract
	References


